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To the R EADER. 


HEN the two late Diſcourſes concerning 

The Adoration of our Blefled Saviour in 
A the Holy Euchariſt , 2vere fir? printed at 

Oxford, and the World expefted they 
receive an Anſwer from the ſame place, from 
whence they had defy d the Church of England , [was 
vain enough to think it might fall to my lott to Anſwer 
them. For I fancyd ſo trruial a Pamphlet was below 
the regard of other men,who do God and the Church bet- 
ter ſevice in another ſtation: and preſumd that while 
they offer d Sacrifice, a mean man might ſerve to drive 
away the Flyes. Wherefore I committed to paper , what 
I thought I ſhould ſay , ſuppo/mg that Provmce were 
al/iened me , but having neither order nor mclination 
to appear in Print, I proceeded as my leiſure would al- 
low me : and 045 _—_ al/iduous as I ſhould have been 
to perform a task. Beſides I manlg d my curio/ty in a 
farit examen of the Quotations , which( ſome of the 


Books being ſcarce, and moſt of them of a competent bulk) 


between procuring and reading them coſt me twice the 
time, that it did to write my Reply. This ſearch I grant 
was not abſolutely neceſsary to my purpoſe, for a man 
that knows the Dofrine of our Church , will not 


Flick at any of the Quotations ſave only thoſe out of 


Mr. Thorndike: yet / do not regrett my pains: for I 


gain d a more jus$t and lively Idea of the Diſcourſer ther 
[ had before: and a freſh peruſall of our own excellent © 


Authors, renewing thoſe mpreſſions I had formerly ta- 
ken from 'em was it ſelf a very great reward. 
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'& mach work cut out for one that Was in no great 
| batt: bemy neither very fond of labour, nor lying under 
obligation - mnft needs proceed as flowhy ns ever any 

Church: work did: ſo that no man need wonder if a 
London Anſwer 10as prebliſhd when there yet remain d 
neare a third part of mine to w IE that Repp 
I threw a /ade = - gy us,and reſc 
to proceed no farther is fo 7 ry needieſs a de/un: the ra- 
ther becauſe it was reported with great confidence , 
yark another Anſwer was at _ ttme ready, and mt 
feribing for the preſs. But ſome that mmpatiently ex- 
peed this Free 27, nero finding after a fortnights 
expedtation , there was no good gromd for that report : 
and being poſeeſs da with an opmon that there ought to 
be an Oxtord -tifwer ; havimg likewiſe ſeen in 1hat me- 
thod I proceeded; and how far n Was advanced: m- 
portun'd me firt to feniſh my Reply though ut were but 
for therr ſatisfaftion : and at la — hens conſent 
to print it ; upon condition no other Meorr on id pre- 
vent them 

Theſe are the reaſons why it as made public, and why 
fo late. If any man find leiſure to peruſe it, I muSt bex 
him as he reads the Anſwer toread the Diſcourſes along 
with it, for that's a piece of juſtice due to every book 
that's anſwer d, and in confidence it would here take 
place, I have fre _— worded my Reply, ſo that it 
cannot be throughly underſtood, without comparing my 
words with fr. n the {yachts they reply to. 


C EB & UE 
The Introdufinn. 


the Church of England to go over to that of 

Rome , ſhould attempt to juſtifie his deſertion by 

pretending both Churches are agreed ; and if they are ſo, 

++ his conduct 1s the more amazing , who quits the Prin- 
*__ Ciplesof 'em both, and goes to Ritle the point he con- 
tends for upon new Notions of his own: which by the 
way 1s ſoplain a confeſſion, that he thinks the Popiſh 
| | Principles cannot juſtifie their Praftice, that I doubt the 


[=Þ is ſomewhat {urprifing that one, who has left 


Gentlemen of that Communion will ſcarce thank him for 

his undertaking. One would likewiſe have expected, 
| that a man of the Editors reputation, the famous Com- 

piler of an * Art of Reaſon, ſhould neither have writ nor 

publiſhed any thing , wherein the Author did not reaſon 

like a man of art; or at leaſtwiſe talk as coherently as 
| ordinary men uſe to do by the pure ſtrength of natural 

reaſon. Yet it pleaſes the Author ofthe Pamphlet to dil- 
play his great ſearch and quickneſs, in ſuch 1illations as *Dicc 1. 
theſe; *Gloria in excelſis, is put in the Pot. communion, Ergo, $9.3* 
The Church that put it there diſowns the Real Preſence,* Nibil * Diſcl. 
mags incredibile : Ergo Not this more incredible that Idem Pg 
corpus poteſt eſſe in diverſts locis ſimul. * This thing is above _y 
our reaſon , Ergo 'Tis contrary to it : with other ſuch deep 
diſcoveries ; to ſhew us that his talent in Logic is as fin- 
gular as his judgement in Religion. 
* Ars rationis Oxon. e Theatro 167}. 


A 


ve no commiſſion to queſtion any man for 


Tu ” making bold with himſelf; or expoſing his own under- 


ftandingto what degree he thinks fit : and ſhould there- 
fore have taken no notice of this Pamphlet, had it-been 
any where printed but at Oxford, I ſhould not have 
thought my ſelf obliged to cenſure the extravagant fin- 
gularities of a private fancy ;ſuch eſpecially as are not 
likely to do any miſchief to the Public : and ſuch I eſteem 
the notions of this Pamphlet ; which 1s too ag for 
a comman Readers underſtanding, and too ſophiftical 
to impoſe upon the more intelligent. But confidering the 
falſe and ſcandalous reports, that are of late ſo induſtri- 
ouſly ſpread about the Nation: as if Oxford Converts 
came in by whole ſhoals, and all the Univerſity wereguſt 
ready todeclare: I hayereaſon to belieye this Pamphlet 
was deſignedly printed at Oxford, to countenance thoſe 
reports. For no doubt the Popiſh. Prefles were at the E- 
ditors ſeryice; and to uſe them,inſtead of ſettingupa new 
one, hand beenleſs trouble and better husbandry. But 
the ſecret 1s, theſe Papers are to paſs with unwary people 
for a ſpecimen of the Univerſities judgment: much ſuch a 
one indeed as the 7ile was, which Hierocles's Scholar 
brought to market for a ſample of the Houſe he had to 
ſell. Now there are diverſe agravations of this foul play, 
which make it yet more inſupportable. As why 1s this 
queſtion now reviv d which the members of our Church 
have of late ſo carefully declin'd out of pure reſpe& to 
thoſe ears, which at it be poflible they are not willing to 
oftend? Or why are we of the Univerſity attacqu'd in our 
own qnarters ?and ſo defy'd to our teeth,that we can nei1- 
ther in honor nor honeſty decline an anſwer, tho,we are 
well aware with what defigne the ſcene of the Controver- 
he is laid in 0>/ord? Or how can we brook this uſage from 
our companion? cur own familiar friend whom we truſted - 
Wil 


with whom we have taken ſweet councel together ? and walke 
in the houſe of God as friends* ? Theſe are ſuch cutting cir- 
cumſtances, as no armor of patience 1s ſufficient proof 
againſt, ; 

7 For theſe Reaſons, and not'for any worth in the Book, 
I have ventur'd to anſwer it; and comply'd with the ſe- 
vere task the Author ſets me tomake brickand find ſtraw . 
too. For the Pamphlet' duly confider'd will not'furniſh 
ſufficient matter for a Treatiſe. Strip it of its garniture, 
and it comes tono more then this, That 7he Aurhor ſuppoſes 
the Church of England to hold ſuch a Real Preſence of 
Chriſt's natural body in the Euchariſt , as be :hinks a ſuf- 
ficient ground to adore the Elements : To which we need 
ohly reply ; That as the Church ever helda real , {6 ſhe 
ever deny a corporal 1. e. a local preſence; and for that 
reaſon forbid the adoration of the Symbols. For, toſay 
no moreat preſent, the ſame arguments that will juſtifie 
our adoring them upon the ſcore of any , but a local pre- 
ſence of Chriſts natural body , will excuſe not only the 
Popiſh, but even the groffeſt Heathen Idolatry. 

This I take to be a full and ſufficient anſwer to what 
our Author has ſpun into two Diſcourſes : However that 
I may leave no room for cavil, I ſhall take a diſtin view 
of the whole Pamphlet , and reply particularly to the 
C__— and Sections of each Ducourſe as they lie 
in order. | 


* Pf, LV. 14, Is. 


CHnaPp, II 
A Reply to the firſt Chapter of the firſt Diſcourſe. 


HIS Chapter is taken up chiefly in recounting 

ſome little Alterations that have been made at 
ſeveral times in our Rubricks and Articles : from which 
the Pamphlet would infer that our Church has waver'd 
in her Doctrine, 

Now to. my apprehenſion, this Deſign let it be ex- 
ecuted how it wall, is very impertinently undertaken. 
For admit that the Church had waverd (as ſhe has 
not) what's that to his purpoſe of proving, that a Re- 
al tho' not Corporal preſence 15 ground enough to a- 
dore the Elements in the Euchariſt? Again, admit it 
were pertinent to prove, that the Church had waverd 
in her Dodtrine; how unpertinent 1s 1t to allege no 
proof, fave out of the Rubricks and Articles, which 
contain only terms of her Communion ? omitting the 
Homilies and Catechiſms ſet forth by her Authority, 
as a ſolemn declaration of her Doctrine © We grant that 
the Church having always held a Real Preſence, fo far 
as a Real Participation imply's one; but always deny d 
it it by Real we mean Corporal and Local; has not al- 
ways thought it requiſite, to make the declaration and 
fubſcription of this DoQtrine, a term of her Commu- 
nion : and if the Author has any thing to object to 
her upon this ſcore; 1t may poſſibly be to the purpoſe, 
and then we are ready to anſwer it. Allways pro- 
vided he forbear that ſhrewd way of arguing, which 
he gives us a taſt of in he ſecond paragraph of his /c- 
cond ſein: for to ſuch kind of ſequels as he makes 
there, 


there, we ſhall not think fit to 
to be ſeen through and deſpisd by the Freſhmen. 

But a man, that is not movd by thoſe arguments, 
may perhaps be put in mind by the premifles, to en- 
quire why theſe Alterations were made? I anſwer that 
'tis eaſy to aſſign good reaſons*; but for want of the 
authentick Records we can but guels at the :rue. Per- 
haps they might be as follows. 

I. It has ever been the practice of all conformable 
Church of England-men to 5andle both the Patin and 
the Chalice when they Conſecrate. And indeed the very 
nature of the ation implyes the uſe of that ceremo- 
ny, ſo that there ſeems to be no need of a Rubrick to 
enjoyn it. In K. Edward's firſt book there was a mar- 
ginal note to direct the more ignorant and unpractic d 
* when to uſe it; which was afterwards omitted ; when 
the uſage was in all appearance ſufficiently fecur'd 


®* The reaſons here aſſign'd are (it may ,forebead; the Rubrick for this ceremony 
be) not the true ones why the chan es | went before. And in the office of rhe ku- 
were made, but may ſerve to make a 1o- | chariſt, Here the Prieſt is to take the Vatin 
ber man acquielſce in theſe alterations, ray | into bis bands &c. that he should breat the 
prefer them now they are made : and the | Bread and take the Cup into his bands is lup- 
Lawfulneſi not the Prudence of the Chur- | ag in the precedent Rubrick(which on- 
ches conſtitutions is the main point to be Þ/ dire his ſtanding that he may do it rea- 
confider'd by the members of her com- |di'y and decently) for the very nature of the 
munion. *Tis no matter what Politich rea- | act of Conſecration implyes ir. But when 
fons might induce the Government to | this note of direQtion (when to take the "a- 
make theſe changes, as long as in making | 11» &ec ) was omitted, the practice of take- 
them it did not deviate from the rule of in it did not ceaſe. For Raftall himiclf 
Scripture. Bur the Reader that is ſo di/-|takes notice that Fewell usd ro fake the 
pos'd may gratify his curioſity as to this | Bread into bis hands ; and we may better 
point too ; by conſulting Dy. Burzets Hi- (learn the mind of ourChurch from his Pra- 
ftory of the 'Keformation wol. 2 pag. 170. |Cice then the Pamphlets ſurmiſes ; ifthe1e 
199. 392. 194+ 405+ Foxes and Firebrands | were any thoulands as Raftall tuppoics 
per. 2 peg 10.11, I2, 13. Diſcourſe of the (though [ beg his par ion tor ſome of his 
holy Evuc/ ariſt newly printed at London pag | thouſands, and wicthour a better reaſon 
72,73. 6 [then his ſuppoſal wont fuppoſe one thou- 

® In the preſent Liturgy there arc di- |{and) omirred it ; they were of thoſe halt- 
vers ſuch marginal notes ; which are avt | conformiits, whom the Church has always 
injunttions to perform, but direFions when to | complain d of as the moſt diſingenuous 
perform ſome ceremonies which the Ru- | and dangerous of all her enemies. ud for 
brick el{where enjoyns, or the nature of |thoir ſake in the review of ſixty one it was 
theaQtion ſuppoſes As for inſtance in the | ueceſlary to reſtore theſe direQions , 
vthce of Baptiſm Here (ſays the margin) which were” not /o neceſſary when rhe 
the Prieſt ſhall make a Croſs wpon the Childs| mangling of the ſervice was le's common. 


& 2 by 


reply ; but leave 'em 


— - 


* Diſc.l 
&. 3 1. 1. 
pag 3 


5y common praftice. Bat when falſe brethren took 
advantage from the omiſſion to perform the ceremo- 
ny awkwardly and lamely, the-diretions were reftor'd 
in the edition of ſixty one. 

2. The Gloria in excelſisis a hymn; and therefore moſt 
properly put in the Poſtcommunton; becauſe moſt con- 
formably to our Saviour's own practice, who when ſup- 
per was done * ſung a hymn with his Diſciples. 

3- The Triſagium as it now lies after Holy thrice 
repeated, in honor of the three Perſons of the Trini- 
ty, concludes very properly and pertinently with Glory 
be to the 0 Lord acknowledging the Unity. This the 
Benedifus qui venit, does not; but 1s rather lyable to 
the ſame miſconſtrution for which the * Council in 
Trullo (Can. 81.) condemnd the addition of + xupateis 
* was to that hymn. 

4. The omiſſion of theſe words | in theſe holy myſte- 
ries ] might be. purely accidental ; and paſs undifcoverd, 
becauſe as they fignifie no more then | in this celebra- 
tion of the Euchari/t | they have no-material influence 
upon the ſenſe, But it we underſtand , as perhaps a 
perverſe man may, that [ theſe myſteries ] ſignifie the ſame 
with | theſe elements | that is cauſe enough to omit them : 
becauſe they would aflert an opinion which 1s contra- 
ry to ſound Dodtrine, and the declar'd judgment of the 
Church, 

What 1s farther obſervable in the two firſt Seions, 
is repeated and back'd in the third, and might be fafe- 
ly paſsd over, as containing nothing material but what 
we again meet with there. For concerning the Form 
preſcribd in delivering the conſecrated Elements he 
tell's us that in K. Edwards firſt book the Form was 


* Matt- XXVI. 13. Mark. XIV 25. 
* Pandectz Canonum &c. publish'd at Oxford by Dr. Beverege. 


The 


The Body of our Lord Jeſus Chrift &c. -in his ſecond: Take 
and .eat 'this in remembrance 4c. in Qu. 'Flizabeths both 
theſe-put together ;as they ſtill continue in the Engliſh 
Liturgy. But withal he tells us, the firſt of theſe Forms 
deſcends to us from Antiquity : and he finds no fault 
with the fecond, whuch 1s entirely agreeable to the 
words and end of the Inſtitution. So that we are yet 
to ſeek, where the harme lies of ufing either Form fin- 
gle, or both of them together ?and yet farther to ſeek 
to what ;purpoſe this obſervation 1s made? ſince 'tis 
manifeſt that neither Form fingle nor both of them to- 
gether , either owns a Corporal or denyes a Real Pre- 
lence. 

He addds that the Scotch Rubrick keeping the firſt 
Form requires the Communicant to anſwer to it Amen: 
which without a Rubrick ever was and 1s ſtill the Pra- 
tice of the Church of England (for what more natu- 
ral then to anſwer Amen to @ prayer? ) and ſo were 
divers other things (as for inſtance /anding up at the 
Goſpel, and ſaying Glory be to thee O Lord,) which the 
Compilers of the Scotch Liturgy having good reaſon 
to approve, thought fit to injoyn by a Rubrick; that 
the Puritans might have no pretence for Nonconfor- 
mity. 

But to return to the Communicants anſwering Amen. 
the Pamphlet truly obſerves it to be according to cu- 
ſtome of Antiquity : but I doubt the proofs 1t quotes 
are not very judiciouſly choſen. The place in Euſebizs 
belongs plainly to another thing. The words are ( Hit. 
VIL. 9. ) WAHher las » inaxyoasG (not Pr TASTICN) L ouvemep fry - 
Ea ver To Aus, x, mga mi ore, & 4e4s Us "CanJet TIS 4245 
Te3p1s @axnnarG, &c. Which evidently ſhews that T hat 
Amen, was anſwer'd to the Doxology before the diſtributi- 
onof theElements, as not only Juffin Martyr could have 
taught 


taught him, but even Yaleſius himſelf in his Notes upon 

that paſſage of Euſebins, T leave the examen of the other 

| two Quotations to them that have leiſure and the Books 

by them, tis probable they may prove as pertinent as 

this. Forl find it a common practice in this man's other 

Works to quote thoſe paſſages at length which he thinks 

| will bear the ſtreſs of an Argument, and barely refer 

to ſuch places, as contain only a hint which perhaps 
an unwary Reader may go near to ſwallow. 

This Amen was ſpoken ſays the Pamphlet as the Com- 
municants confeſſion that what he receiv'd was Corps 
Domini, But I $shall rather learn the meaning of it from 

Juſtin Martyr, * who obſerves that Amen in Hebrew ſig- 
nifies /o be it, wherefore according to His notion the 
Communicant anſwering Amen only joyns with the 

Prieſt in praying that the Body and Blood of Chri/t may 

preſerve his Body and Soul to everlaſting lite. 
*'The Pamphlet farther obſerves that in K. Ed- 

* wards firſt book there was this paſflage in the prayer of 

* Conſecration. | And with thy holy Spirit and Word vouch- 

« ſafe to bleſs and ſanfify theſe thy gifts and creatures of 

* Bread and Wine, hat they may be unto us the Body and 

*< Blood of thy moft dearly beloved Son Jeſus Chriſt) which 

* was afterwards left out of the Eng/i/h Liturgy, and re- 

ſtor'd in the Scorch. This onufſion by the way 1s ſome- 
thing injudicioufly obſerv'd; becauſe it ſhews us that 
the Clergy of Q. Elizabeth had no ſuch thoughts of the 

Real Preſenceas the Pamphlet would ſuggeſt they had. 

Bnt I refer him for anſwer to his own quotation out of 

Laudenſium Autocatacriſts. From theſe words (faith he) all 

Papiſts uſe to draw the truth of their Tranſubſtantiation ; 

wherefore the Engliſh Reformers /crap'd them out of their 


* Juſt. Mart. Edit. Steph pol. 2. pag. 162. 05 cumntindO- ms dei; % Ths 12a grnimr, 
NA; 0 Amaugws As; 17 L118 Avery Aus. To f\ Aulks T4 Eogaed) #57 Tt 416479 10 we, 


Book | 


Books) tho' his Gloſs upon Reſtoring them in the Scocth 
Liturgie is a manifeſt cavil; for no man of ſence can in- 
terpret them as they lie there in fayor of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation. ſee Arch-Biſhop Cranmers anſwer to Gardiner, 
P. 70. p.289. * 

I muſt beg the Readers pardon, if out of a deſire to 
leave nothing unreply d to, I have particularly ſpoken to 
theſe inconfiderable obſervations, which the Author 
| himſelfdoes butskirmiſh with. But we are now come 

to the Rubrick, before which he intends to fit down: 
viz, that for explaining why we Kneel at the Sacrament. 
This he tells us in K. Edward's book deny'da Real and E/- 
ſential, but now denyes only a Corporal Preſence, To 
which I anſwer that K. Edward's Rubrick by Real and E/- 
ſential means (as the Papiſts then us'd todo) a Real and 
Bodily Preſence : as 1s plain by the Articles ſet forth about 
the ſame time, and quoted by the Pamphlet it felf 

ag.. L. 
" He. obſerves farther that both this Rubrick and the 
« explanatory Paragraph in the 28" Article were expung'd 
<« inthe firſt of Q. Elizabeth. To which we have already 
anſwer'd, that this at the utmoſt implyes but a change 
in the terms of our Communion: and if he think fit to 
challenge the Church upon that ſcore we are ready to 


give him fatisfaQtion. 


In the fourth SeCtion he falls on in earneſt upon the 


* The Archbishop the moſt competent 
Judge in this caſe thus interprets this pal- 
ſage p 79. of His anſwer to Gardiner, And 
therefore in the Book of the Holy Com- 
munion, we do not pray «b/o/utely that the 
Bread and Wine may be made the Body 
and Blood of Chriſt, bur that w»to »s in that 
holy myſtery they may be ſo: rhet is to 
ſay that we may fo worthily receive the 


riihed. And again p.289. We do not 

ray &c: - but that they may 6e #0 «s the 

ody and Blood of Chriſt ; that is to ſay, 
that we may ſo eatthem and drink them, 
that we may be partaters of his Body Cru- 
cified and his Blood shed for our redemp- 
tion. Wherefore this was the ſenſe of our 
Retormers that compil'd the Communi- 


on-office; and' thus they underſtood ir 


ſame, that we may be pertakers of Chriſt's | that reſtored it in the Scotch Liturgy ; 
Body and Biood, and that therewith i= | and ſo mult any man underſtand it that is 
Spirit and Truth we may be Spirits. ly nou- ) not too partially addicted to Popery. 


declaration 


CIV. aectaramion 00ur aagrariom as ne CALls it, and rom: 1t as it 
p:8-4 now lyes, draws three Obſervables, which are either very 
diſhoneſtly or elſe very ignorantly worded. They need 
no other anſwer then a bare amendment of the expreſli- 
ons; which 1ft they were intended to give the ſenſe of 
the Church of Eng/and, ſhould have been to this effe&t. 

1. (b/ervable. That the Clergy do profeſs and teach, 
that the natural body and blood of Chriſt, are not corpo- 
rally 1. e. locally preſent in the Euchariſt. 

2. Obſervable, That they have diverſe reaſons for this 
aſſertion : one eſpecially wherein Scripture, Philoſophy, 
and common ſenſe are agreed, viz, that a true humane 
body cannot locally bein two places at once. 

3. 0bſervable. That in conſequence hereof they declare, 
that the Pre/ence of Chriſts body in the Sacrament, is 1n- 
deed reall but fpirituall, and therefore the Elements are 
not to be ador'd, becauſe adoration ought not to be dire- 
cd to the natural body of Chriſt , but where it is /ocally 
preſent. 

Had our Author had the ingenuity to expreſs himſeHf 
after this manner,he had been no leſs kind to hiamſelfthen 
zuſt to the Church of England; for he might have avoi- 
ded divers errors he commits in the three next Chapters, 
by avoyding the grand impertinence of haying written 
them at all. | 


CHAP. IIL 
A Reply to the ſecond chapter of the firſt Diſcourſe. 


Diſc 1. I 'He deſign of the ſecond Chapter is to prove by-a- 
A+y bundance of quotations, that Learned Proteſtants 

heretofore haye held, that the ſame body of Chrift, which 
was 


was born of the Virgin Mary, crucify'd &c. is 
in Heaven ſo here in the Holy Sacrament, e!! 
worthy recetver, or the Symbols. 

By learned Proteſtants I preſume he means thoſe of 
the Church of _ 09 for ſo he ſhould mean ſince he 
draws his 06ſervables from a Rubric in their Liturgie. 
Now he a have told us ſome news, had he mention- 
ed but one of theſe learned Proteſtants, who pretending 
to give the ſenſe of the Church of England does not hold, 
that the ſame numerical body which was born of the 
Virgin Mary, crucify d &c. 1s /ocallypreſent in Heaven, 
and virtually preſent in the Euchariſt ; not to the $ :ymbols, 
but the Faith of the worthy receiver: or if by thoſe 
words, as in heaven ſo here he means /ocally in both; as in- 
deed he muſt mean, if hisnext Chapter be at all perti- 
nent ; he would have told us no leſs news, had he brought 
but one quotation that could be honeſtly taken in that 
ſenſe. Butit he have any third meaning it would have 
been a favour to explain himſelf, for we pretend not to 
any talent in divination. 

Now ſuppofing he defigns to combat the Church of 
England, I would gladly know to what purpoſe he al- 


wy as 
r tothe 


leges Calvin and Beza? for let their doQrine be what it Dic. :. 


will, to quote it to us who are not to be concluded by {x 
their authority, 1s very trifling and impertinent. When 
the ſenſe of the Church of England was the queſtion, 
one would have expected to heare what the Church-Ca- 

rtechiſm ſays? What the Homilies? What Nowells Cate- 
chiſm? Books allow'd and publiſh'd by the Churches au- 
thority, and authentick witnefles of her judgment, or if 
private Do&tors were the game, what Archbiſhop Cran- 
mer's book of the Sacraments? what Bradford, Philpot 
and the reſtof 0. Mary s Martyrs ? what Biſhop Jewell in 
Iis Apology and the Defence of it ? what Biſhop V/her in 
B 2 his 


his Sermon before the Houſe of Commons? But inſtead 
of theſe we have only the teſtimonies of ſome other e- 
minent , but private men; all miſerably mangled and 
disjoynted ; ſome of them Conciliators too, whoſe very 
deſign obliges them to a looſer kind of expreſſion, then 
a true and adequate ſtandard of the Churches judgment 
will allow. Now ſhould any of our private writers, 
cither in heat of diſputation, or out of zeal to peace, or 
deſire to explain a great myſtery; a little deviate in their 
expreſſions; we caneafily forgive an error, that proceeds 
from ſo allowable a cauſe; but ſtill the Church is not 
bound tojuſtify that error. 

But the quotatrons in the Pamphlet will not put us 
upon this Apology. Not an author he quotes (except 
only Mr. Thorndike, of whom we ſhall {ay more by and 
by_ but ſpeaks the ſenſe of the Church; and induſtri- 
ouſly drives at a point quite contrary to the Pamphlets 
deſign ; which diſcovers a great flaw either in the Au- 
thors judgment or honeſty. I grant the authors as he 
has mangled 'em looke as unlike thoſe worthy champi- 
ons of our Church, as the ſhape that appeard to Aneas 
did to the true and whole perſon of Hector. But I defire 
the Reader neither to truſt the Pamphlet nor me but his 
own cys; to confult the quotations as they lye 1ntire in 
the authors themſelves ; and conſider 'em with their 
ſeveral contexts. For my own part having taken that 
pains, I profeſs to find ſuch dealing as I do not care to 
report, becauſe I cannot expect to be beliey'd. 

"Tis ſomewhat unaccountable that a man of ſenſe, 
having read the book of Biſhop Taylor's, which the Pam- 
phlet quotes; ſhould ſplit upon the very Fallacy, which 
that Biſhop ſpends allmoſt the whole firſt Chapter in de- 
teting- He makes 1t his buſineſs there to ſhew, that 


Proteſtants in explaining the Real Preſence may lawfully 
uſe 


uſe the ſame terms that Papiſts doe. But they neither can 
nor doe uſe them in the Papiſts ſenſe, and he that will 
urge the Proteſtants with thoſe words, muſt take the 
Proteſtants meaning along with him. This ſeems to be 
a very equitable propoſal. How far the Pamphlet com- 
plyes with it, I dare leave to the meaneſt Reader, when 
he has perus'd this ſhort and plain account of our Chur- 
ches doctrine in this point. 

The natural body of our blefled Saviour comes under 
a twofold conſideration in the Euchariſt. 1. As a body 
dead; under which notion we are ſaid to cat it in the 
Sacrament, and to drink the blood as ſhed; as appears 
by the words of the Inſtitution, Take and eat, this is my body 
which is given or broken for you, Drink ye all of this, for this 
is my blood which is ſhed for you : in which words (* as Mr. 
Bradford long agoe oblery'd) what God hasjoyn'd we are 
not to put aſunder. 2. As ag/orify'd body; in which condi- 
tion it now fits at the right hand of God, and ſhall there 
continue till the reſtitution ofall things, imparting Grace 
& Influence and all the benefits purchaſed by the Sacrifice 
of the dead body, to thoſe that (in the holy Euchariſt 
moſt eſpecially) are through Faith and by the marvel- 
lous operation of the holy Ghoſt incorporated into 
Chriſt ; and fo united to him that they dwell i Chrift and 
Chriſt in them ;, they are one with Christ and Chriſt with 
them ; they are made members of his body, of his fleſh, and of 
his benes: and by partaking of the Spirit of him their 
head, receive all the graces and benefits, purchaſed for 
them by his bitter death and paſſion. 

Wherefore it is evident that fince the body broken and 
the blood /hed neither do nor can now really exiſt, they 
neither can be really preſent, nor literally eaten, or 
drank, nor can we really receive them, but only the be- 
* Ads and Monuments. pag. 1frr. 
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nefits purchaſed by them. But the body which now exiſts 
whereof we partake, and to which we are united, 15 
the glorify'd body: whichis therefore verily and indeed 
received (as we ſhall ſee anon) and by conſequence faid 
to be Really preſent notwithſtanding its Local Abſence; 
becauſe a real participation and union, muſt needs im- 
ply a Real preſence, though they do not neceſſarily re- 
quire a Local one. For tis caſy to conceive how a thing 
that is Locally Abſent may yet be Really Receiv'd, as he 
that receives a Diſciple is ſaid to receive Chriſt ;, as the Di- 

{ciples themſelves receiv'd the Holy Ghot;, as the King 
in the Goſpel receiv'd a Kingdom ;, or as we commonly 
fay a man receives an Eſtate or Inheritance when here- 
ceives the Deeds or Conveiances of it. In all which caſes 
the reception is confeſledly real, tho the thing it ſelf is 
not locally or circumſcriptively preſent , or literally 
graſpd in the arms of the receiver. 

This by the way may ſerve to ſhew the vanity as well 
as falſhood of Tranſubſtantiation, which was firſt devis'd 
to ſolve the literall eating of the glorify 'd body of our Sa- 
viour : whereas though the body that is glority'd, be nu- 
merically the ſame that was broken ; yet the body which 
1s eaten as dead, and the body which 'is preſent as glori- 
fy'd, are<wo as difterent things as can well be imagind. 

This may hikewiſeſerve to ſhew,that there 1s no great 
diſagreement among thoſe Proteſtants, whom the Pa- 
piſts too haſtily charge with 1t. For they all agree that 
we ſpiritually cat Chrif's Body and drink his Blood : that 
we neither eat nordrink nor receive the dead body nor 
the b/ood ed, but only the benefits purchaſed by them: 
that theſe benefits arederiv'd to us by virtue of our Union 
and Communion with the glority'd body : and that our 
partaking of it, and union with 1t, 1s cfte&ted by the my- 
ſterious and ineffable operation of the holy Spirit. The 
cnly 


only difference is, that one part from the qgrone nee 
ter, that Chrif may be truly ſaid to be Really Preſent in 
the Euchariſt ; whereas the other ſcruple at the uſe- of 
that expreſſion (becauſe the local abſence of his body is 
confefled on both fides) notwithſtanding they agree in 
all the points which the other party think requiſite to 
detend it. 

Now tho' it be eaſy as I ſaid before to conceive how 2 
natural ſubſtance may be ſaid to be Really Receiv'd though 
not Locally Preſent : 1t is not 1o eaſy to conceive it Really 
Preſent when at the fame time it is Locally Abſent. There- 
fore the Church of England has wiſely forborn to uſe the 
term of Reall Preſence 1nall the Books that are ſet forth by 
her authority. We neither find it recommended in the 
Litugy, nor the Articles, nor the Homilyes, nor the Churches, 
nor Nowel!'s Catechiſm. For although 1t be once in the 
Liturgy, and once more in the Articles, it is mention d 
in both places as a phraſe of the Papiſts and rejeQed for 
their abuſe of it. So that itany Church of England-man 
uſe it, he does more then the Church direQs him, ifany 
reje& it he has the Churches example to warrant him : 
andit would very much contribute to the peace of Chri- 
ſtendomiſ all men would write after ſo good a Copy. 

Yet it muſt not be deny d but the term may be ſafely 
usd amongſt Scholars ; and ſeems to be grounded upon 
the language of Scripture it ſelf. For when our Saviour 
promiſes to be in the midſt of them that call upon him; and 
to be with his Church always to the end of the World, no 
doubt he promiſes to be rea/ly preſent with them, though 
he does not mean that his Naturall Body ſhall be /ocally 
preſent amongſt them. SoS'. Paulſpeaks of his own be- 
ing abſent in Body but preſent in Spirit, x. Cor. V. 3. 
The Romans us'd to call their Gods Pre/entes Deos, not as 
locally preſent but always ready to aft them: and what- 

ever 


ever 1s in readineſs when we want it, to anſwer our oc- 
caſtons may be properly ſaid mp1, to be at hand, to be 
preſent. A man does truly reprefentare pecuniam when 

he gives a good bill for it, though he does not pay it 
| down in ſpecte, The Holy Ghoſt 1s ſaid to abide and doll 

in u5;, which words imply a continual preſence; no doubt 
| Reall though not Phyſicall and Locall, but only by his grace 
and influence. In ſhort whatever we enjoy, uſe, and 
| reap the benefit of, as truly as1f 1t were pre /en/1bus, 15 as 
Really preſent as if it were Phyſically ſo: nay no doubt 
when virtue went out of our Saviour's body to heal the 
woman 1n the Goſpel ; though the Jews throng'd him, 
and ſhedid but touch his garment, yet his body was more 
really preſent to her whom the virtue'of it heal d then to 
them whom the ſubſtance of it touch'd. 

So much for the uſe of the word : which when we of 
the Church of England uſe, we mean thus. A thing 
may be ſaid to be really receiv'd, which is ſo.confign'd to 
us, that we can readily imploy it to all thoſe purpoſes, 
for which itis uſefull initſelf, and we have occaſion to 
uſe it: And a thing thus really receiv'd4 may be ſaid to be 
really preſent two ways, viz. either Phyſically or Morally, 
to which we reduce Sacramentally. A Phyſicall preſence 
(now we ſpeak ofa natural Body) 1s /ocall;, antecedent to 
the reception and independent upon it : the thing is firſt 
really preſent and then really receiv d; and though 1t were 
not receiv'd,would be ſtill really preſent. A morall preſence is 
only wirtuall conſequent to the reception and dependent 
upon 1t: the thing 1s firſt really recervd, and by conſe- 
quence ſaid to be really preſent ; but it is not at all preſent, 
to them that do not really receive it. Thus in the holy 
Euchariſt, the Sacrament 1s Phyſically, the res Sacramenti, 
Merally preſent: the elements Antecedently and Locally, the 
very body Conſequentially & Virtually but both Really preſent. 
From 


From hence it i# evident, that if we rightly under: 
ſtand the Preſence, it is not material with what ad- 
verbs we aftirm it, We may fay it is Really, Eſenti- 
ally, nay Corporal'y preſent: that is, it is preſent in as 
much as it is 2 /1y receiv'd to all intents and purpoſes, 
for which the Res ip/a the Ejence the SubNance the ve- 
ry Body would be uſctul to us, if it were Phyſically and 
Locally prelent. And the difference between us and the 
Papilts 1s plain. They (however they expreſs them- 
ſelves) underſtand a Local preſence, which we deny 
and therefore reject their expreſſion. We (whatever 
term we uſe) mean only a Spiritual and Virtual Preſence, 
and explain the term we make uſe of to that effect. 
Thus the Proteſtants in K. Henry the Eighth's tune, 
that ſufterd upon the ſix Articles, deny'd the Real Pre- 
ſence (1.e. the Popiſh ſenſe of it) but meant the ſame 
thing with us, who think, we may lawfully uſe that 
term. On the other fide that excellent Perſon and 
glorious Martyr Mr. Pradford*, 1 ao believe (ſays he) 
that Chriſt is Cor porally preſent, at and in the due Ad- 
miniſtration of the Sacrament. But he adds this expli- 
cation, Þy this word Corporally { mean that Chrift is 
preſent Cort orally unto Faith. 

It is likewiſe evident, that when we ſay Chriſt is 
Preſent, or Adorable in the Sac rament, we do not mean 
in the Elements but in the Celebration. We affirm his 
naturall Body to be Locally in Heaven and not here; 
and that we, who are here and not in Heaven, ought 
to Worſhip it as Locally preſent in Heaven while we 
celebrate the Holy Sacrament upon Earth. 

Laſtly it 1s evident that this Dodtrine is ſufficient- 
ly remov'd from what the Pamphlet calls Zuiny/ianiſm, 
how truly I will not now inquire. For we do not 
hold that we barely receive the Efefs and Benefits of 
* Actsand Monuments p. 1658, Chriſt's 


Chriſt's Body : but we hold it Really Preſent in as much 
as it is Really receiv'd, and we aQually put in poſſeſſion 
of it though Locally abſent from us. So that while 
we Spiritually eat Chriſt's Fleſh and drink his Blood, 
we through Faith, in a myſterious and ineffable man- 
ner, dwell in Chriſt ,and Chriſt in us; we are one 
with Chriſt, and Chriſt with us: and by virtue of this 
Spiritual and Myſtical yet Real participation, we recelve 
the Benefits conſequent to it; even the remiſſion of our: 
Sins and all other benefits of Chriſts Paſſion. 

This in ſhort is our meaning; and to this effect all 
truce Church-of-England-men declare 1t. Whether we 
expreſs our ſelves in proper and accurate terms 1s ano- 
ther queſtion, wherein if the Editor think fit to in- 
gage, we are ready to anſwer him. In the mean time 
we defire him and the reft of his Communion, not to 
catch up our words, and bait them in their own ſenſe, 
which 1s too like the dealing of the 0/4 Romans with 
the Primitive Chriſtians. 

It remains that we fay a word or two concerning 
Mr. Thorndike's Teſtimony, and ſo diſmiſs this Chap- 
ter. The reader may pleaſe to take notice, that the 
whole defign of this Pamphlet is to furbiſh, and rig 
out a notion of Mr. Thorndike's in his Epilogue to the 
Tragedy of the Church of England. The notion 1s nel1- 
ther the Church of Englands, nor as I believe any o- 
ther Churches : nor does he ſo much as pretend that 
any other man, much leſs any Church ever taught it. 
Heonly thinks it is * con/ſent with the analog y of Faith, 
net menching (as he ſays) upon any ground of C hriftiant- 
ty, and ſeems to propoſe it as a peaceable expedient, 


for complvins + wardly with the Popiſh adoration 
of the [Fr Mactice. which, when he wrote 
his / adviſcable 1t it could be war- 


ranted, 


ranted, for he was then upon a proje& of Uniting a// 
Chriſtians in one Commuaiion: and wrote his Epilogue 
on purpoſe to ſerve that deſign: not pretending to 
give the true ſenſe of any party ; but ſo to blanch the 
opinions of them all, that the difference of their Judg- 
ment might not hinder their Uniting. Wherefore he 
profeſſes to expe&t * the Lot of Reconcilers, to be contra- 
dicted by all parties; and owns that he ſayes thoſe things 
which he ſhould have diflembled had the Church of 
England continu'd. But it ſeemes he chought as ſome 
others did, when the King was Murtherd, that the 
Church of England was utterly and irrecoverably dil- 
folvd: and that it was neceflary to hold Communion 
with ſome Church : and if it were honeſtly practicable 
with the Church of Rome rather then another. Tis 
probable the Editor was of the ſame mind, for I remem- 
ber to have heard this very plea made in his defence, by 
a friend ofhis about ſome Eighteen years ſince. 

But whatever Mr. 7 horndike's opinion was when he 
wrote his Epilogue, 'tis certain when the King return'd, 
he was a member of that Convocation that revisd the 
Liturgy ; that he conſtantly attended there; and had a 
hand more then ordinary in the Edition of /ixty one. That 
he declard his unfeign'd affent and conſent, to all things 
in the Liturgy as it was then alter'd: that he conform'd 
to it all the reſt of his Life, and at laſt dyd in Communi- 
on with the Church that impos'd the ule of it. 

So then we have here quoted out of the Epilogue, a 
private opinion of a private man , and what's that to the 
Church? eſpecially fince for ought then appeard he was 
ſingular init while he held it; & when occaſion ofter'd, he 
forſook it : profeſſing his unteign'd afſent to that Rubrick, 
which the Pamphlet would confront with his Authority. 
* Preface to the Epilogue p. 45 &c. 
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CHA? LV. 
A Reply to the third Chapter of the firſt Diſcourſe. 


mm” he Author's purpoſe in the third Chapter, 1s to 
3. * combat this aflertion in the Rubric, that 27 zs 
* againſt the truth of a natural body to be (7. e. as he ex- 
* plains it, that a natural body cannot truly be) in two 
* places at once. 
i Here is a kind of inauſpicious ſtumble at the very en- 
| trance., For tis one thing to ſay as the Rubric does, 
that a true natural body cannct be; and another as he does 
that a natural body cannot truly.be in two places at once. 
For ſhould we ſuppoſe as he would have us, that God 
ihould make oneot our bodys be in two places at once ; 
when God had done this, 1t would truly be in thoſe 
places ; but before he did it he mult change the nature 
of the body | and make it ceaſe to be a true natural body. 
This 1s but aflip: but mn the next Paragraph tis neck 
or nothing. He finds there that © Proteſtants confeſs 
bd $. * Chrifs preſence in the Euchariſt to be an ineffable my- 
— * "*ſtery (they own indced our Union and Communion w ;th 
him to beſo; but ſuppoſing that,the Real! Preſence is eaſily 
cxplain'd. But admit the Reall Pre/ince be ineffab le) what 
then © © He conceives it 1s fo becauſe of ſomething 1h 1t 
* oppoſite and contradicto y to realon. Now any Prote- 
ſtant Child could have told him, ''.., perhaps he will 
take it more kindly from the Cat!.olic *Repreſenter: that 
the myſeryes of Faith, arc above reaſon nt contrary 70 7e. 
A little farther nibil magis incredible ſays Calvin: there- 
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fore 


fore ſays the Author not this more incredible that. Jdem 
Corpus We. Away you Wagg; what thrice m one 
Paragraph ? 

8 20. 7. 3. Dr. 7aybr is Quoted fayinz © that if Tran- 
*ſubſtantiation were plainly rev cal'd he would burn all 
© his arguments againlt 1t and believe 1t without more 

*adoc. Ando ſay [ too: vet I wouldnot believe that a 
contradiction could be verityed ; but rather that they 
were decery'd who thought that doctrine to imply a 
contradiction : for if it were plainly reveal'd, it would be 
certainly true; and it1it were true it w ould not imply a 
contradiction. For a rue propo/tticn has a true meaning : 
but a contradiction has no meaning at all : 'tis an empty 
ſound of words without any res /uU/irata ; whatever 
one part of it means, the other unmeans again, and fo 
the whole means nothing Beſides of two contradicto- 
riesone isalways fals, To that toaflert a contradicton is 
to affirm a falſhood for 2 truth, and this we are ſure God 
cannot do, becaule he has told us he cannot fze. To con- 
clude the Author himſelf ſeems to own that God cannot 
verify a contradiction and he gives a very wife and per- 
ſpicuous reaſon for it which 1 leave tothe Reader to CON» 
11der. 


Again Dr. Taylor 15Quoted f aying. that < the dodrine 1b. 


* of the rinity docs as much violence to Philof: ophy as 
* Tranſub/tantiaticn. An fofay Itco: vet Eproici: I can 
caſter conceive it then I can Traniubltantiation. Fer 
this ſuppoſes that a natural body being unum 7471070, 15 2t 
the ſame time/#/reen bundre, | bodicsall. numerically du : 
whereas the Doctrine of the /rinity ſays the chat per 
ſonsare one God, but it does not ſay they are one per/on: 
fo that here's no ad [dem as there is in the other caſe, 
which imylyes a manifeſt contradiction, while the Do- 
Qtrine of the Trinity unplycs none at all. The Doctrine 
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of the Trinity tranſcends natural reaſon ; Tranſubſtantia- 
tion contradias it in its own ſphere: both of them do 
equal j e. both of themdo alike ſo far offer violence tona- 
tural rcaſOn, that it cannot frame an adequate notion of 
cither. Yet ftill it can conceive what obſtructs the cre- 
dibility of both; and that more things do ſon one caſe 
then another : it can caſily diſcern that what tranſcends 
it may for all that be true; but what contradicts 1t 1n its 
own ſphere muſt needs be falſe. And this it can do 
without Scripture: but by Scripture it can further diſco- 
ver that the Doarine of the Trinity # true, and Tran- 
ſubſtantiation utterly falſe. Theſe things are fo plain 
and common, that it is nauſeous to be forced by an un- 
thinking writer to inculcate them. Whoever knows 
any thing of the reaſon of his Religion, knows all this 
and how to apply it to Dr. Taylor's words without 
my telling him: aud yet if T had truſted to that, theſe 
Quotations might perhaps have gone for unanſwer- 
able. 

In the next Setion we come toa point. © For fince 

* all contradictions are equally poſſible and credible why 
© (fays he) may not this contradiction that [dem corpus poteſt 


. * efse &Cc. bid as fair for our belief as another? No doubt 


it may; and that for this reaſon that all contradi&tions 
are equally, i.e. all of them ab/olutely, impoſſible, and incre- 
dible; we may as well believethis as another, becauſe we 
can beleive noneat all. © IWhy then (fays he) [ cannot ap- 


6. © prehend how you believe a real preſence. If he cannot ap- 
' prehend it, we cannot helpit; we do all that a reaſona- 


ble man need defire to make him apprehend it; we ſpeak 
in plain and intelligible terms; We tell him that we 
think it implyes no contradiction to believe God can 
do things far above our comprehenſion; and therefore 


when God tells us , that the bread which we break is the 
Com- 


Communication of Chriſt's body, tho' we cannot explain 
this myſtery, we can believe it without believing a con- 
tradition; and granting 45 communication, the Peal Pre- 
ſence may be ealily underſtood and explain'd : at leaſt it is 
no contradiction to ſay, that a body thus my/ically com- 
municated, may be really preſenz when 'tis lccally abſent as 
was ſhew'd before. 

* But the Author who has a peculiar way of thinking, 
*can think but of twoexpedients to evadea contradicti- 
«on, in affirming a real and ſubſtantial, contradiſtind to a 
©Zuinglian Real preſence: one of which 1s by holding a 
* Zuinglian Real Preſence. (compare F. 22. with F. 24. 
* 7.1. and ſo let that paſs. The other is by an incompre- 
kenſible continuation of Chriſts body. Biſhop V/her would 
have told him a third; and other learned Proteſtants a 
fourth ; but the major part of them will * tell him tis 
needleſs to enquire afterany. For the Union of Chri/t's 
body to the Soul of a worthy communicant being an inex- 
plicable myſtery, vet plainly affirm'd in Scripture ; they 
with the fathers conclude, we have all the reaſon in the 
world to believe it; but none to attemt explaining it : 
and we can certainly believe it without beheving a con- 
tradiftion, tho' he that attemts to explain it, may chance 
torun himſelf into an inconvenience. 

Notwithſtanding ſome Proteſtants hold that Chriſt's 


Body may be preſent by an ineffable continuation; and , 3. 


what has he to ſay to them? Why He thinks he may as 
probably ſuppoſe it Preſent by an ineffable diſcontinuation. 
Perhaps not ; for their Opinion may be an Error, but his 
I doubt is a Bull : at leaſt if I rightly underſtand that ab- 


* So for inſtance Bp. Andrews quoted | Exc'ariſtia ipſa) cujus que nd re Nquutl eſt 
in the Pamphlet pag 7. $. 11. ». 1. De mo- | debert izne abſumi ; ( ic. )ur elegarier ime 
do pre ennz nihil temere definimus; ad- | primis Patrcs, fide aderart non —— 
do nec anxice inquirimus &c. Inter my- cuts, 

& quidem myſterium eſt 


ſteria ducimus, ( 


ſtu © 


Ibid.and 


533 C$ 23,2. 


Pruſe rotion of Preſence by diſcontinuation ; which looks 
ſo like a © ntaliftion in terms, that to me 1t 1s almoſt 1in- 
conceivable, not for the niyltery of it but the non- 


Pcrhays the example he gives may a little clear this 


diiculty, * ['Þ [ he tells us 15S totally in the head and 
«nt * _—_—y 1 9 es :ay be in; two Ubics, who can tell but 
| Ibid. *fa Body may ve ia two Places? That's a Conlequence 


w which leave to ſhit for it's felt among the Freſhmen : 
But I would fain know what the Souls Ubiety makes 
here? for if it ſerve toany purpoſe in this queſtion 'tis 
toilluſtrate a Zuino/ran Real Preſence as he calls it, for 
as the ſubſtance of the Soul not being coextended to the 
diumentions of the Body, is lodg d but in ſome one part ; 
but the virtue informs them all as effectually as if it's 
proper V6: were in each of them ; and in this ſenſe the 
Soul 1s ſaid to be zorza in toto && rota ingqualibet parte: fo 
(to make a ult parallel) the natural Body of Chriſt which 
is Locally only in Heaven, does as efteftually impart 
Its virtue to every worthy Communicant, as if it were 
Locally preſent to each of them upon carth; and is there- 
fore ſav a to be Really Preſent in the Euchariſt. But to 
proceed. If this be a true account of the Souls Ubiety, 
I ſee no occaſion of concerving it ©© 7o manage the Bod) with 
« one fort in thewater and the other out like abrc hen 0b- 
* licer, for the placing of the Body alters nothing in the 
Pr eſence of the Soul. © Oh but what if z/e Legs be cut 
* of and the ſame Soul ſuppos'd /till ro inform them as be- 
« fore, jer potentiam divinam? why I think they might 
as well have ſtaid on; for the Soul will be Preſent as be- 
fore; the Subſtance " here it was before, and the Virtue 
in the Legsas 1t was before. Well but let him ſuppoſe 
what he can't explain, that God by his Omnipotence may 
make a Soul be 1in too Ubirs, what will he get by it? 
Not 


w» 


Not that the Soul is or may beſo, for a thing is never 
the truer or more poſſible for his ſuppoſing it, but only 
that if a man ſuppoſe God can make a ſoul be in two Vbies, 
then he mult /uppoſe that a ſoul may be in two Ubres ; 
which 18a great truth, and nolefs a ſecret. Now dos he 
ſay any thing to induce a man to this ſtrange ſuppoſal ? 
Not a Syllable that I can find to ſhew the equity or de- 
cency of it ;-not a Syllable totake of the impoſlibility. 
But here 1s the Divine Omnipotence unaccounta- 
bly ſummond to vouch an impertinent Bull, which 
if it be granted we are never the nearer. So per- 
fect a tally is this Authors underſtanding to his Judg- 
ment. 


I have already ſpoke of what is moſt material in the 1via $ 
next Section, 1t any thing be farther obſervable, it is 37, © 


this queſtion, viz. * / Dr. Taylors expoſition of the real 
* preſence be Orthodox, what becomes of ---- preeſentiam non 
* minus quam 1111 veram quoted out of Biſhop Andrews. 
If a man would take advantage of this Quoter's blunder- 
ing, he might tranſlate thoſe words. Ie believe a real 
preſence as well as they, But we take the Biſhop's words 
* preſentiam credimus \, nec minus quam vos, veram; and his 
meangng, that the Spiritual preſence which we hold is as 
Real as the Corporal which the Papiſts hold : and I hope 
weneed not ſtay toprovea thing ſo manifeſt, and fo uni- 


15 P. 17, 


verſally agreed on, as that what ts Spirituall is as Real as pic. r. 


what 1s Corporal. 
«From this Paflage to the zwenty fifth Sefion, he re- 


* ports the diſagreement of the School-men, in whoſe _ 


* quarrels we are no way concern'd. After this digreſ- 
* fton he ſpends wo Sections to ſhew that the Real and E/- 
* {{ntial preſence in the old Rubric, muſt mean the ſame 
* with the Corporal preſence in the new. To which we 


* Bizhop Andrews anſw. to Bellarm. n. [I. 


D « have 


have already an{werd, that K. Edwards Reformers not 
only thought but ſaid ſo. In the rwenty ſeventh Sefion 
*heis at it again, thatthe abſurdity of /dem Corpus, Ge. 
© preſics us'as much asthe Papiſts: and again in the zwenty 
« c37/t1h that all he has been.faying from the rwenty ſecond 
*1s to ſhew that to his apprehenſion, we mult either 
© hold his contradiction, or another equivalent, or ceale 
*to hold a Real Preſence contradiftinct to that of the 
* Zuino/ians, To this we have likewiſe an{wer'd, that 
ifhe will apprehend things aukwardly, we cannot help 
it, We have told him very plainly how we hold 
a Real Preſence, and ſhewn it tobe far enough from what 
he calls a Zuing/ian prelence : and all this without hold- 
ing any contradiction; or ſo much as medling with that 
queſtion whether two Contradiffories may be loth true? But 
the Papiſts (and he if he were one of them) neither do 
nor can explain their Preſence without holding a con- 
tradition; awhich 1s oneof the very many arguments, 
we urge againſt that prodigious doctrine. 
The two next Sections arc quotations out of Prote- 
* ſtant writers to this effect. © That we care not to di- 
7 | {pute the Extent of God's Abſolute Power ; that it 1s 
' not pertinent to this queſtion; that ſome men are too 
* bold in ſetting bounds to the Almighty ; and others 
* too forward in pronouncing what imply es a contrad!- 
© tion; and therefore the ſafeit way is to wave theſe- 
* points, and {tick to what 1s reveal d. All this is moſt 
un? doubtedly true, and conſtantly maintain d by our 
beſt writers. We grant that no Judicious or Pious man 
would diſcours of Gods abſolute power mvre t/en he has 
77eal d;, or preſs the Papiſts with [tem Corps, &c. were 
it only a Philoſophical argument : much leſs would a 
Tadicious man ſpeak to either of the points, when they 
were not pertinent tohis purpoſe. Eat when God has 
declared 


declar'd he cannot very a contradiction; * and the 
maxim of [dem Corpus, &c. is apply'd in Scri ipture to our 
Saviours natural body ; w hen we wave this where 1t 15 
not neceſlary ; to wit in explaining our own dodtrifte ; 
and imploy it only againf{t thoſe that.do, and muſt main- 
tain the contrary; we prelume that neither the Judg- 

ment nor Picty of our Writers will be queſtion d by any 
m__ that has but a grain of cither. Though it would not 
be altogether umpertinent, even while we contine our 
lelves to revelation, if finding that [tem Corps, &cc. 1s a 
truth allow d in Scr IPTUTC, we inferr that the contradiCti- 
on of 1t mult be talſe and theretore cannot be reveal d. And 
certainly did a man that confiderd whathe ſaid apply 
himſelt to anſwer this argument, he would endeavour 
to take off the contradi&ion, and ſhew 1t was not real 
but apparent only; and not, as this unthinking Author 
does, maintain that contradict.ons may be veriiyd; 
which poſition were it once granted, 'twerein vain to 
diſpute or but aſſert any thing; and impoſſible to give a 
tirm aſſent toany concluſion either in Reaſon or Religion. 
Wherefore it is ridiculous and 1mptous in this man & Bel- 
[armin and the reſt of them to invoke the Divine Omni- 
potence when they run their heads againſt a contra- 
diction. But they that pretend to make God when they 
pleaſe, may by the ſame reaſon make hun do what they 
pleaſe. 

* For example, we read in Scripture { when the Scripture ſays that Chriſt's Na- 
that Chriſt was made mm all things like unto | rurall Body is and muit continue to be 
we, Sin only excepted. and that the Heaven | Locally in Heaven; we have Gods own 
of Heavens my? contarn him (i &e his Na- | warrant.to afirm, that even the Divins 
turall Body) rri// thereſtitution 0 all things; | Omnipotence cannot ma'e it to be Lo- 
and that God who ſays both thoſe thing) | cally Preſent atthe ſame time upon Earth. 
cannot | ye, from whence it is evident that | This the Anvel in eftet aftirms when he 
the Natural Body of © hriſt is an Organi- | fays to rhe Women that fouzhe Chritt's 
cal Body ſuch a one as ours; Which, as all } Body, ke is riſen, he is not Here: tor ſuch an 
men agree,can never be ſaid tro be Local- | anſwer would bur 11] become the mouth of 
ly Pretent in two places at once, without } an Angel, it it were poſhibic tor his Body 


afirming ſuch a contradiction, as God | ro be riten, and yet be there at the ſame 
declares he cannot verify. \W heretore |} rime. 


D 2 This 


This T hope 18a ſufficient guard, againſt the untoward 
application of any Proteſtant writings, wherewith the 
Pamphlet either does or can abuſe the common Reader 

Diſc.l- in this matter. In the end of the thirtieth Sefion, he 

pag. 22. - oy 

ibd.5. palms upon us a paſſage out of S. Au/{in, which 1s very 

97" ſurprizing. He profeſſes to forbear quoting the Fathers, 
becauſe the Proteſtants have done it for him; though 
we may take leave to ſuppoſe another Reaſon ; but here 
when he thought he could delude the Reader with S. Au- 
/tin's authority, he is willing to make his beſt of him. It 
ſeems that excellent Father in his * Cura pro mortuis 
having prov d that Martyrs cannot intereſſe rebus viventium, 
without a Miracle ;, immediately adds that Ouemadmodum, 
the modus whereby this Miracle is wrought is beyond his capa- 
city, too ſublime, too abſiruſe ſor him , he had rather inquire 
of them that knew, Utrum ipſe per ſeipſos adſint uno tempore 
tam diverſis locis ? or whether they reliev'd their wotaries by 
the Miniſtry of Angels* or whether it be both theſe wayes 2 
Which /5ew's as the Pamphlet tells us this Fat her believ'd no 
impoſſibi'ity of a Martyrs being uno tempore in diverſts locis. 
Would not any man1imagin now,who knows what point 
the Author drivesat, that he would have S. Au//in fay a 
a Martyr s Body might be in two places at once? and 
would he not wonder that S. Au/tin ſhould be quoted for 
this purpoſe, who is * elſewhere ſo expreſs and peremp- 
tory that the Naturall Body of Chriſt himſelf cannot be 
in two places at once? But the Author 1s wary; for he 
knew very well that by ipſe per /eipſos S. Auſtin meant, as 


* Tom.6. p.515.& Seqq. Edit. nov. |id quod Dens eff ; in Celo antem pev id quod 


Pariſ. Hom". Idem Tyraft. 71. in "'-an, Homo 

* Fpiſt.57.ad Dirdanum --- carnis for- | exim ſoerundum corpus, in loco oft © de leco 
Ma at que ſubſtantia, cut profſetts immort ali- | miprat; © cum ad al um lotum venerit, in 
fatem dedit. naturam non abſtulit. Caven> | eo loco unde venit non erit. It Traft 50 in 
dum enim e/# ne ita divinitatem eftruamus | Joan, Cortus evi: Domini in uno locoefſe 
Far is, wt veritatem corporis auferamusr | of ortet (io on, Gratiin, Toembard & A- 
Una en;m p r,ona Deus & Homo eff, © U- | quinos quote it , mot pooreſt as "ts Printed) 
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frumque eff wins Chriſtus Zeſus ; Chiqueper weritas ubique difſuſa of. 


he 


he explains himſelf, ip/orum anime in figura corporis /ui. 
But did not S. Auſtin then believe that a Spirit might be 
in two places at once? Perhaps not; but was therefore 
at a loſs becauſe he knew not how to believe It ; and this 
put him upon ſearch of other ſolutions. 1 will not now 
inquire whether a Spirit may beſayd to bein two places 
at once ? as the Souls of the Martyrs were by ſome per- 
haps ſuppos'd to have been ; though the affirmative may 
be explaind without holding a contradiction : but ra- 
ther obſerve how $8. Au/tin concludes this point, viz. If 
the man whom he conſulted ſhould tell him out of Scripture, 
This thing is above your reach and therefore forbear your en- 
quiry; he would thankfully receive this anſwer and and ac- 
quieſce. So upon the whole matter S. Auſtin delivers him- 
ſelf like a true Chnrch-of-England-man; Here's a point 
ſtarted which 1s paſt my underſtanding ; the difficulties 
and wayes of ſolution are theſe: I cannot determine and 
therefore do not care to diſpute;' I ſubmit to Scripture, 
and content my ſelf with he Certainty of the thing, with- | 
out inquiring into the modus, T wiſh other Writers 
would follow this example ; and then perhaps we might 

keep our Religion without parting with our common 
ſenſe. 

The thirty firſt Section containing only old matter has pic... 
been ſpoken to before. I only add that if the Author *** #3: 
allow Dr Heylin's reaſon, why does he give a diffterent one 
of his own ? it not, why does he quote it ? 

Inthe zbirty ſecond Seftion he repeats the old blunder lbis. 
about Real and Corporal; and adds twoor three to keep 
it company. © Hecannot diſcern he ſays why 1t ſhould 
* not be a contradition for a Body to be Locally in one 
« place and Really Receiv'd in hv? He ſhould read 
Mr. Walker's Logic which wall tell him that two contra- 
diQtories have the ſame Subject and Predicate. © He 
D 3 © ſays 
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bid. 


* ſays it is inſidious in the Rubrick not to ſay that 


- the Body Locally Abſent is Really Receiv'd, and may 

' tempt a man to doubt whether the Church thinks it 
*tobeſo. Now I fancy not; becaule the Catechiſm is 
"very expreſs, He 15 troubled we refufe other mens 

* contradictions, and expect our own ſhould pa$s cur- 
"rently, Eut we have told him that we neither hold 
nor meddle, that we know of, with any contradiction 
in explaining our own Doctrine , and he has not yet 
veuchſated to make 1t appear we doc. 

From hence to the end of the Chapter he 1s as buſy as 
if he were playing with * 7te/auros Bees. Five wayes 
he has found out ofexplaining Really and F//entia/ly, and 
no man Living, that I know of, either ſaycs or meanes 
any one of them as they are theredeliver'd. He ſaycs 


- he does this to expre/s his diſqui/ition mere full, 


The three t ir{t explications are three ſuch unaccount- 
able Whimſves, as need no other diſquitition, but whe- 
the r the words are capable of a rational meaning. For 

example. #f {y Really an! Eflentially be meant ſuch a 
© Preſence of Chriſts body to our ſouls as the Papiſts hold 
" there! is to the Elements, i.e. by aboliſhing the ſubſtance 

&* of the Soul and ſubſtituting Chriſt's body in the room 
of it &Cc. and ſo for the two next. The fourth ſpeaks 1mper- 
featly, but ſeems to ſay ſomething of truth, viz, that the 
body becomes Really pr eſent þ by reaſon of the ſame Spirit uni- 


| ting us here on earth as members to it in heaven. - To this he 


© objects that then Chriſt would be no more preſent in the 
* Euchariſt then in any other Sacrament , wherein the 
& ÞFK 1s conier'd. In which I fceno inconvenience; nor 
doI bclieve the Fathers did, when they ſaid Chriſt is pre- 
ſent in the Euchari/l as he 1s in Baptiſm. He objects far- 
* ther that ſuch preſence 1s properly of zhe Spirit: which 


* Book of Education part. 1, chap. It. pag. 145. printed 1577, 


T hope for his credit 1s onely a miſtake of the Preſs; and 
that the written copy had 1t by 7he Spirit. The fifth ex- 
plication 1s likewiſe unpertect , 1t he apply it to the 
Church of England; which does not hold a bare recep40n 
of the benefits ; but a Rea! participation of the body, & by con- 
ſequence of the etfe&ts and benefits. But the great and 
killing objcEtion againſt all explications,he diſlikes, is ? heir 
not advan ins us bey -nd Zuinglianiſm. Whether the OpINt- 
on, whicl1 he brands by that name, be truly aſcribed to 
Zuiny 1-5, andreally fo greata bugbear as this Author 
ſcems to Coed I need not now ſtay to inquire; 'tis 
ſufficient to my purpoſe that the Church of England 
does advance beyond it. Yet the words of the Judicious 
and Ienerable Mr. Hooker are very well worth our obſer- 
vation. © /t ſeemeth (ſaith he lib. 5. Sed, 67. pag. 308.) 
& much amiſs that again/l them whom they term Sacramenta- 
*ries /0 many invect ive Diſcourſes are made, all running upcn 

2 _ SOSIOnGs, that the Euchariſt is not a bare Sion and lo ure 
* only, and that the efficacy of his Body and Bleed i is not all we 

* Receive in this Sacrament. For no man having read their 

&* Books and Writings, which are thus tra duced, can be 19no- 
&« rant that beth theſe Aſſertions they plainly confeſs to be mo/ 
« true, they do not /0 interpret the words of 4 as if the 
** Name of his Body did impert but the Figure «f his Body and 
* 20 be were only 10 Signific his Blood. 7 hey grant hat theſe 
n We myſteries Recety'd ina due manner, ao injirument a'ly 

both m: le us Partahers of the Grace of that Body and Bleoc 

* which were g ir gant Life of the World, and beſides alle 

© impart unt ven in True and Reall thourh Myſtical 
* manner the und Perſon of our Lord himſelf whole perfect 
*and intire as hath been ſpew'd. Theſe words may re- 
ceive farther Ngat from Ei/hop Coles s Hiſtory of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation cap. 2. Sed.13.17,13. Now they that ac- 
knowledge Rh much, hold a Real /articipation and 
Union ; 


—_ 
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Union; which is all that is requiſite to affirming a Real 
Preſence. And if they deny a Real Preſence they only 
reje& a Term which may well enough be usd; but perhaps 
be better let alone. The truth is what the Pamphlet 
| attributes to Zuinglius, was as Bucer reports the tenent of 
O' the Anabapri/ts ; and as Mr T horndike lays of ſome Puri- 
j tans in the beginning of the late Rebellion. And by 
them 'tis moſt probable this notion was imparted to a 
friend of ours, who at that time was obſery'd to be their 
great aflociate and favourer. 
£2 What the Remonſtrants and Socinians fay does no 
25 way concernus; much good may they do the Author, 
they who ſet up for ſo great maſters ofreaſon will but 
ill reſent it that a man of his head ſhould pretend to 
them. Who W.H. 1s, and who his Anfwerer I know not, 
1-2-5 having never ſcen either Of their Books, And being ſo 
well acquainted with this Author's fincerity, I cannot 
depend upon his Credit, I meet with nothing quoted, 
but what tis eaſy to give an account of ; but to do it as 
it ſhould be one ought to have the Books by him: for I 
} vehemently ſuſpe& this Anſwerer has far'd no better 
1 then his Brethren. 


CHAT. V. 
A Reply to the Fourth Chapter of the firſt Diſcourſe. 


0 the t/ird Ob/ervable lay'd down in the firſt Chap- 
ter which now comgg to be conſider d, the Author 
has three thin; gsto ſay, 
1. That / Chnt 7's Natural Body were Corporally Preſent in 
Dife.l the Fuchart, it.oupht tobe, then, ator 4; which we grant 
| * him and had he delign d to difpute for the Papiſts, he 
* ought to have infilted that 17 « Corporally Preſent 


. That 


33 


*2. That if we reje? a Corporal Preſence yet if. any Ibid $. 


"other Preſence be reveal'd, which is as Real and Eſſential, * 

* as if it were Corporal; adoration will be no leſs due tg it 
* thus, hen ſo Preſent. That is, (1the mean to oppoſe us 
and not barely fight with his own ſhadow) that ſince 
the Church of England holds the natural body of Chrilt to 
be Corporally and Locally abſent, yet as Truly and Really 
Preſent, as if it were Lecally Preſent; ſhe 18as much bound, 
to adore the Elements for the ſake of the Real Preſence, 
which ſhe owns, as ſhe would beit ſhe likewiſe own'd 
that Corporal and Local Preſence which ſhe denys. I 
. ſay to adorethe Elements: for otherwiſe there is nodiſpute 
whether Chriſt's body, abſtraQting from the hypoſtatical 
Union, be more then a creature, which 1s not adora- 
ble with Divine worſhip; For all underſtanding men are 
agreed it isnot: Or whether Chriſts perſon 7. e. "his body 
hypoſtatically united to his Deity whereſoever or how- 
loever preſent, 1s to be ador'd both in and out of the Sa- 
crament, viz. in the performance of all religious offices ; 
{till addrefling our adoration to him in heaven where 
his body is Locally Preſent; for this 1s allow'd by alk 
true Chriſtians whatſoever. This his ſecond poſition 
weare to debate when he ſpeaks to it; in the mean time 
we — It. 


*He undertakes to ſhew that the Church of England Pie !- 


A G c. five writers of her Communion, whereof one is 54.42. 
* Mr Ttorndike as he delivers himſelf in his Fpilegue)have b;;** 


* heretofore belicv'd and affirm'd ſuch a Preſence , to 

* which they thought adoratien dye. To adore a pre- 
ſence is an odd kind of expreſſion; for 'tis to adore an 
extrinſic denomination. "To adore Chrift preſent in the my- 
fleries, 18a phraſe we better underſtand ; though that too 
be ly able to miſconſtruction. It the author dare to 
ſpeak plain, the point that pinches, and the truc thing 


| 


Diſc. I. 
. 3 
& 33. 


Ibid. 


Ibid, 


' fay Ys it i is infions i in the Rubrick not to wo fy that 


" the Body Locally ' Abſent is Really Receiy'd, an 

** tempt a man to doubt whether the Church thinks A 
*tobe ſo. Now I fancy not; becaule the Catechiſm is 

*very expreſs, He 1s troubled we refufe other mens 

** contradictions, and expect our own ſhould paſs cur- 
*rently. But we have told him that we neither hold 
nor meddle, that we know of, with any contradiction 
in explaining our own Doctrine, and he has not yet 
vouchſafed to make it appear we doe. 

From hence to the end of the Chapter he 1s as buſy as 
if he were playing with * 7heſauro's Bees. Five wayes 
he has found out of explaining Really and E//enria/ly, and 
no man Living, that I know of, either ayes or meanes 
any one of them as they are theredeliver'd. He ſayes 
he does this to expre/s his diſqui/ition more full, 

The three fir lt explications are three ſuch unaccount- 
able Whimſyes, as need no other diſquifition, but whe- 
ther the words are capable of a rational meaning. For 

«example. /f ty Really and Eflentially be meant ſuch a 
* Preſence of Chriſts body to our ſouls as the Papiſts hold 
« there is to the Elements, i.e. by aboliſhing the ſubſtance 

* of the Soul and ſubſtituting Chriſt's body in the room 
of it &c. and ſo for the two next. The fourth {peaks 1mper- 
fealy, but ſeems to ſay ſomething of truth, viz, that the 
| body becomes Really preſent by reaſon of the ſame Spirit uni- 
ting us here on earth as members to it in heaven. - To this he 
* objects that then Chriſt would be no more preſent in the 
* Euchariſt then in any other Sacrament , wherein the 
* Fpirit 1s confer'd. In which I feeno inconvenience; nor 
doT believe the Fathers did, when they ſaid Chriſt is pre- 
ſent in the Euchariſt as he 1s in Baptiſm. He objeRts far- 
* ther that ſuch prelence1s properly of :he Spirit; which 


* Book of Education part. 1, chap. It. pag. 145. printed 1577, 
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T hope for his credit is onely a miſtake of the Preſs; anc 
that the written copy had it by the Spirit. The fifth ex- 
plication is likewiſe imperfe& , it he apply it to the 
Church of England; which does not hold a bare reception 
of the benefits ;, but a Real participation of the body, & by con- 
ſequence of theeftets and benefits. But thegreat and 
killing objection againſt all explications,he diſlikes,is 7 heir 
not advan: ing us beyond Zuinglianiſm. Whether the OpIni- 
on, which he brands by that name, be truly aſcribed to 
Zuingli 44, andreally fo greata bugbear as this Author 
ſcems to apprehend, I need not now ſtay to inquire; 'tis 
ſufficient to my purpoſe that the Church of England 
does advance beyond it. Yet the words of the Judicious 
and Venerable Mr. Hooker are very well worth our obſer- 
vation. * /t ſeemeth (faith he /1b.5. Sect. 67. pag. 308.) 
& much amiſs that againſt them "whom they term Sacramenta- 

* ries ſo many invedtive Diſcourſes are made, all running upcn 
© zwo points, that the Euchariſt is not a bare Sign and Figure 
© only, and that the efficacy of his Body and Blood is not all we 
* Receive in this Sacrament. For no man having read their 
&* Books and Writings, which are thus traduced, can be iono- 
« rant that both theſe Aſſertions they plainly confeſs to be moſt 
* true, they do not /o interpret the words of Chrift, as if the 
« Name of his Body did impert but the Figure of his Body and 
* zo bewere only to Signifie his Blood, T hey orant that theſe 
& Holy myſteries Recety'd in a due manner, do i in/trument ally 
&* both make us Partahers of the Grace of that Bod) and Blood, 

* which were given for the Life of the World, "a beſides alſo 
* * impart unto us, evenin True and RealLthoug Myſtical 

* manner,the very Perſon of our Lord himſelf whole perfett 

*and intire as hath been ſhew'd. Theſe words may re- 
ceive farther light from Bi/hop Coſens's Hiſtory of Tranſub- 
ftantation cap. 2. Sea, 13.17,18. Now they that ac- 
knowledge thus much, hold a Real Participation: and 

Union ; 


Union ; which isall that is requiſite to affirming a Real 
Preſence. And if they deny a Real Preſence they only 
reject a Term which may well enough be us'd; but perhaps 
be better let alone. The truth is what the Pamphlet 
attributes to Zuinglius, was as Bucer reports the tenent of 
the Anabaptifts ; and as Mr T horndike ſays of ſome Puri- 
tans in the beginning of the late Rebellion. And by 
them 'tis moſt probable this notion was imparted to a 
friend of ours, who at that time was obſery'd to be their 
great aflociate and favourer. 

What the Remonftrants and Socinians fay does no 
way concern us; much good may they do the Author, 
they who ſet up for ſo great maſters of reaſon will but 
111 reſent 'it that a man of his head ſhould pretend to 
them. Who W.H. 1s, and who his Anfwerer I know not, 
* having never ſeen either &#f their Books, And being fo 
well acquainted with this Author's fincerity, I cannot 
depend upon his Credit, I meet with nothing quoted, 
but what tis eaſy to give an account of ; but to do it as 
it ſhould be one ought to have the Books by him: for I 
vehemently ſuſpect this Anſwerer has fard no better 
then his Brethren. 


CHAP. V. 
A Reply to the Fourth Chapter of the firſt Diſcourſe. 


O the third 0bſervablelay'd down in the firſt Chap- 
ter which now comeg to be conſider d, the Author 
has three things to ſay. 

I. That if Chri/t's Natural Body were Corporally Preſent in 
the Euchariſt, it.ought to be, then, ador'd ; which we grant 
*him and had he defign'd to diſpute for the Papiſts, he 
* ought to have inſiſted that 77 x Corporally Prefant. R 

2, That 
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ſence 18 an odd ki 


+ * ey | wy 


” i That i we rejett a Co 
"other Preſence be reveal'd, which is as Real and Eſſential, * 

* as if it were Corporal; adoration will be no leſs due to it 
* thus, then ſo Preſent. That is, (ithe mean to oppoſe us 
and not barely fight with his own ſhadow) that ſince 
the Church of England holds the natural body of Chrilt to 
be Corporally and Locally abſent, yet as Truly and Really 
Preſent, as if it were Lecally Preſent; ſhe 18as much bound, 
to adore the Elements for the ſake of the Real Preſence, 
which ſhe owns, as ſhe would beit ſhe likewiſe own'd 
that Corporal and Local Preſence which ſhe denys. 1 


: ſay to adorethe Elements: for otherwiſe there is nodiſpute 


whether Chriſt's body, abſtraCting from the hypoſtatical 
Union, be more then a creature, which 1s not adora- 
ble with Divine worſhip; For all underſtanding men are 
agreed it 1s not: Or whether Chriſts perſon z. e. his body 
hypoſtatically united to his Deity whereſoever or how- 
loever preſent, 1s to be ador d both in and out of the Sa- 
crament, viz, in the performance of all religious offices ; 
{till addrefling our adoration to him in heaven where 
his body 1s Locally Preſent; for this 1s allow'd by alk 
true Chriſtians whatſoever. This his ſecond poſition 
weare todebate when he ſpeaks to it ; in the mean time 
we deny it. 


3 © He undertakes to ſhew that the Church of England AER 


© (1. &. five writers of her Communion, whereof one Is 5: _ 


« Mr Thorndike as he delivers 
© heretofore believ'd.and 
* which they tho 


aſelt in his Epilogue)have ;5 
d ſuch a Preſence, to 
t adoration dye. To adore a pre- 
'of expreſſion; for 'tis to adore an 
extrinſic denomination. To adore Chrif preſent in the my- 


feeries, is a phraſe we better underſtand ; though that too 


be lyable to miſconſtruction. . If the author dare to 
ow plain, wh point that pinches, and the true thing 
E 


ral Profobes yet if. any 1b Ibid $. 


to be prov'd, 1s that Chrift according to the quotations 
is ſo Really Preſent in the Euchariſt, that the Elements 
ought to be D:ivinely worſhiped upon that account. And 
if this be ſo, as I think I have plainly ſhewn, I leave 
the Reader to conſider with what confidence the Author 
quotes either Biſhop Andrews for his purpoſe , who ex- 
prelsly in the- very quotation declares himſelt againſt 
* him, ſaying Sacramentum tamen null; adoramus ;, or Bi- 
” ſhop Taylor ſaying likewiſe,|We give no divine tonour to the - 
* Signs, Or Biſhop Forbes ſaying, Hac adoratio non pani, 
*non wvino, non ſumptioni, non comestioni debetur ; or the 
' A rch-B iſbop of Spalato, fince this paflage in Biſhop Forbes 
*15 aquotation out of the Arch-Biſhop. I can only ſay 
that to me theſe paſſages ſeem toargue that the Author 
1s very Singular in ſomething beſides his Religion. 
Having given us this taſte of his other good quali- 


' ties, he concludes with a ſpice of his Logic, and infers 


* 1. That notwithſtanding what he has ſaid, the Church 
* inher Declaration ſeems clearly to deny Adorationdue 
© to Chriſt's body as any way Preſent in the Euchariſt ; 
* contrary to the forecited Doctrine, and K. James's and 
* Biſhop An.iirews's Religion. I will not take advantage 
of his ambiguous expreſſions ;but tell him that the King's, 
the Z3i/bop's, and the Churches meaning 1s very plain, 
viz, that fince Chriſts Natural Body 1s not to be ador'd 
but where 1t 1s Corporally & Locally Preſent; & it 1s not 
ſo Preſent in the Euchariſt : that therefore in the Sacra- 
ment (1. e. in the celebration) the worthy Communicant, 
to whoſe Soul that Body 1s really preſent, is to adore 
the perſon of Chriſt in heaven where alone his Body 1s 
Locally Preſent. This I doubt the Author very well 
knew, and ſaw it was no way contrary to the Declara- 
tion. Wherefore he ſeems to lay no great ſtreſs upon 
this firſt inference , but gocs on (Cr az feat 2/9. And 
*here 


© here hee would have it bee infidious in the Church 'bis. 
* to deny that Adoration is due to a Corporal preſence, and 
*not declare though ſhe believes that there is anozber 
* adorable preſence. Now I cannot imagin that even #655 
Author has the confidence to fay the Church of England 
has not ſufficiently taught that Chriſt in Heaven 1s a- 
dorable; or the 1gnorance to think that any good Chri- 
ſtian 4s not ſuthciently affur'd of that point. -'But as for 
adoring Chriſts Body any otherwiſe then by direCting 
adoration to his perſon where his body 1s ſuppos'd to be 
Locally preſent, neither the Church of England nor any 
other Church eyer dreamt of it. 


OO TDI——_— —— — —— 


A Reply to the fifth Chapter of the firſt Diſcourſe. 


He fifth 1s the kindeſt Chapterin all this Diſcourſe: 
for the /x fr? Sefions require no manner of an- 
ſwer, and the la/t ſeemes at firſt hight” to ſhew ſome little 
ingenuity; which with this Author is @thing ſo extraor- 
dinary , that had he not retraQed, I think we muſt have 
given him publick thanks for it. 
* He tells us that perhaps ſome other paſſages may be vic. 1. 
* colleted out of the Authors he has quoted, that may £53” 
* ſeem to qualify thoſe he has ſet down, and better ſuit 
* with the expreſſions of the Declaration. For it ſeems 
his Conſcience flew in his Face, becauſe he very well 
knew, that it the Reader conſulted the Authors them- 
ſelves, not only the paſſages he omitted, but thoſe he 
mangled, would be found intirely agreeable tothe Decla- 
ration, The only way left tu eſcape diſcovery, was to 
prevent, it he could, the ſearch as unneceflary. © _ 
E 2 * fore 
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Diſc. I. 
pag. 39, 
31, 32. 


« fore he ſays that if the unquoted paſſages come over to 


* the quoted, weare then but where we were: and the 
* quoted accommodated to the unquoted will appear to 
* abctt but bare Zuinglianiſm. To thisI have anſwered 
as much as 1s neceflary already and therefore ſhall not re- 
peat or-add to 1t. 

The former part of the Chapter 1s ſpent im creating 
and annihilating ſuch objeQtions as are worthy the Au- 
thor's ſagacity. Three fuch he has devisd as no man eHe 
could have thought on; and 1s pleasd to anſwer them 
himſelf; for noother man was worthy. I will not m- 
terrupt his triumph, or provoke him to renew the com- 
bat, by telling hum there yet ſeems to be life in thoſe ob- 
xCions : but rather adviſe him to conſider, and ſpare 
himſelf, and not batter his own notions in this cruel and 
hoſtile manner; he has another more gentle and caſy 
method; he knows how to contradi& them by his way 
of proving them. But 1f he be ſo bent upon Contro- 
verſy, that he cannot be contented to live in Peace; I 
would (rather then quarrel with himſelf ) he wonld 
look down upon this Reply. Not that I pretend in my 
own ſtrength tocope with ſo puiflant an Adverſary ; but 
aſſerting the DoQtrine of the Church of England, I may 
fafely dety all Opponents. 


# 


CHAP. 
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UC HE SEES 
A Reply to the eight firſt Settions of the Second Diſcourſe. 
"18 Title of this ſecond Diſcourſe does but 111 a- 


gree with the deſign of it. For all the world 

knows that Papifts, who ſhould be the Catholics 
this Author means, by a Real and Subfantial underſtand * 
a Corporal! Preſence, and ground their Adoration upon it. 
Whereas the {cope of this Diſcourſe 1s to ſhew, that the 
Papiſts in Adoring either door may pre/cind from Tran- 
ſubſtantiation; and ground their Adoration preciſely upon 
the Reality of the Preſence: and by conſequence that 
Proteſtants eſpecially of the Church of England, who 
hold Chriſt Truly Preſent and Adorable in the Eucha- 
riſt ; ought upon their own Principles tojoyn in the Po- 
piſh adoration; or at leaſt abſolve them that do ſo from 
the guilt of Idolatry. 

What the Writers of the Church of England mean 
when they hold a Real Preſence, and in what ſenſe they 
teach us to Adore Chriſt's Body in the Sacrament; I hope 
I have already explain'd 1o tully, that I need make no 
repetition: ſo that the firſt ſix leaves of this Defence, will 
aftord us little new matter, being chiefly taken upn re- 
peating ſome quotations 1n the firſt Diſcourſe j and aim- 
ing at no more then a ſpecimen of Proteſtant conceſſions, 
which by what we have ſaidare- ſufficiently guarded a- 
gainſt the Sophiſtry of his interpretations. Wherefore 
waving for the preſent a diſtin& examen of all his Prote- 

- ſtant quotations, as a thing tedious, and no way neceſla- 
ry, ſerying chiefly to divert andamuſe the Reader, and 
E 3 | thereby 
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thereby puzzle the cauſs, T ſhall make it the buſineſs 
of this Chapter to ſpeak briefly to thoſe other paſlages 
that are moſt obſervable in the eight firſt Sedtions of 
this Defence. 

His 1wo firſt Suppoſetions we grant him, being convinc'd 
23. of the truth of them by much better reaſons then he aſ- 
ſgns. Nor ſhould we have demurr'd to he third, if we 
were not now acquainted with his inſidious and ſhufling 
way of talking. But if we may explain our ſel yes we 
grant him that © |herever the Body of our Lord is Locally 
* Preſent, it is ſupremely Adorable. We likewiſe grant him 

© that the Omnipreſent God may be ador'd, before or in 
* the Preſence of any Creature, (we on earth cannot wor- 
ſhip him but in the preſence of ſome Creature) provid- 
ed allways we direct our Adoration immediately and ſolely 
to him ; not conſidering the Creatures preſent, nor ad- 
drefling theoutward a&, much leſs the inward worſhip 
of the Heart, to any Creature upon the {core of Gods 
preſence. For ( taking Adoration for divine Worſhip) it 
1s certainly /do/arry not only to adore a Creature, but 
even to make it ( as I may ſo fay ) the vebicle of that 
adoration which wee direct to God, and terminate upon 
him alone. 'Tis true Chriſts natural Body abſtractedly 
conſider'd is a creature: but then it is for ever hypo- 
ſtatically united to the Deity; 1o that the whole perſon 
of Chriſt is that very Lord our God, whom wee muſt wor- 
ſhip, and whom alone wee mu#F ſerve. But no other crea- 
ture 15 ſo united by virtue of Gods preſence 70 or in or 
with that creature: and even that body is not ſo (1. e. 
hypoſtatically ) united, but as it exiſts like other human 
bodies. within ſome determinate local circumſcription : 
wherefore no other creature may bee ador'd ; nor even 
Chriſts Body but as it exiſts and 1s united, and there- 
by becomes adorable, where it is Locally preſent. 


39 
I paſs by the place in the Corinthians which the Pam- 2 Diſc Th"Y 
phlct molt impertinently refers to, having already ta- $ +Y 
ken notice of the Author's practice in fuch caſes. - Nor 
{hall I much inſiſt upon that paflage, that © Chriſt's hu- 
* manity abſtra&tively confidered 15 adorable with a 
* Worſhip not exceeding that due 10 a Creature: for WEE lbid. 
are not now talking of Inferior Adoration, but ſupreme 
Divine Worſhip. Wee know that adorare is by ſome 
taken for manum ori admovere; to kiſs the hand (or any 
thing els ) in token of reſpe&t, which, as ſome Papilts 
would perſwade us, 1s all they do to their Images. But 
tis certainly fopper y if it be no worſe to do ſo to any 
thing but an intelligent being. Beſides wee know 1t 
was a * ceremony of the heathen Idolatry, and Job 1s 
of opinion, that if he had us it to the fun ( in which |bid. 
our author newly inſtancd ) it had been an iniguiry to 
be puniſh d by the Judg ,. for he ſhould have deny'd the 
God that is above. Job. XXXIT. 26. 27. 28. 
*In the ff:h Sedfion he tells us that Proteſtants, of D'<1 
* the Church of England eſpecially, grant the body and $5. n. 
« blood of Chriſt to be Really Pre/ent in the Euchariſt 
*not in Fertue only but in SubsFance : and that this body 
*and blood of our Lord which is not ſever'd from his 
* perſon 1s then to bee worſhipped with Supreme Ado- 
*ration. This we likewiſe grant him, as we have al- 
ready explain'd it according to the mind of thoſe Pro- 
teſtants, and fo paſs over the quotations which take up 
the two next ſections, together with abundance of ad- 
vantage that an adverſary might take: for we are now 
in purſuit of an argument, that 1s in ſome danger to be 
loſt in this miſt of quotations. 
Theſe are all the Conceſſions wherein the Church of 
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England is concernd: and therefore we might paſs o- 
ver the two next ; which I cannot imagin to what pur- 
pole he mentions. For though © the Lutherans grant 


. © (as ſome, not all of em do) that during the a&tion of 


* rhe Euchariſt, Chriſts body is to be ador'd, as by Conſub- 
*ſtantiation preſent to the Conſecrated Symbols : I ſee not 


'what advantage this conceſſion gives to his cauſe, or how 


it is any way prejudiciall to ours. For the Lutherans 
hold a Local Preſence; wherefore ſome of them think 
they may adore; and if we could believe their Preſence 
we [hould not conteſt their Adoration. 

To as little purpoſe does he preſs us with Mon/reur 
Daille's conceſſions. For, it he grant more then the 
Church of England does, ſhe is not bound to detend him: 
tho' in this caſe I think hedoes not; and ſo we may ſafely 
joyn with him 1n his conceſſions. For the reaſon why 
we cannot Communicate with the Church of Rome, 1s 
not barely becauſe ſhe holds an Error, but becauſe the 
propoſes it under an Anathema; and grounds an /dola- 
trous practice upon it; and requires our conſent to both 
theſe things as a term of Her Communion. This the Luthe- 
rans donot: and therefore tho their opinion be Errone- 
ous, their Communion need not be unlawful. Now to 
ſee with what judgment the Defender makes uſe of this 
conceſſion. He's to prove that Proteſtants by their own 
rules ought to joyn 1n the Popiſh adoration ; and his ar- 
gument 1s that Mon/. Daillt ſays we cannot communicate 
with the Papiſts as long as they impoſe their adoration ; 
tho' otherwiſe we might it they only beliey'd erroneoul- 
ly and kept theirerror to themſelves. 

' Once more this Judicious Author appeals to M. Dail/e, 
who believing as the Church of England does, that to 
Worſhip any Hoſt is [dolatry, yet grants if the caſe were 
otherwiſe, and if a Conſecrated Hoſt were truly adorable, 
it 
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it were poſſible to adore one that is not Conſecrated, with- 
out committing formal Idolatry. Likewiſe He and Dr. 
Stillingfleet grant that when Chriſt was upon Earth 
(where his perſon was confefledly adorable) a man that 
by inculpable miſtake had ador'd another perſon for 
him , might havelikewiſe been abfolv'd from theguilt 
of formal Idolatry. And both theſe conceſſions are as 
certainly true, as certanly allegd to no purpoſe. But per- 
haps the Author means the reaton only,not the inſtances, 
to be pertinent, and would infer no more but that Papiſts 
by our own conceſſions may be no Idolaters though they 
Worſhip a Creature; becauſe they may do this by an 
inculpable miſtake. This I grant may be ſomething (not 
to his but) tothe Papiſts purpoſe, it he proye them incul- 
pably miſtaken; but that /e ſhould ſuppoſe them fo, I 
cannot ſee why he ſhould pretend. For he knows that 
we think Tranſubſtantiation to be more then a miſtake; 
a flat and manifeſt detyance of Senſe and Reaſon, Scrip- 
ture and Tradition; and in that reſpe&t more culpable 
then the grofleſt Heathen miſtake : for they (to mention 
no other df{parity) wanted the Light of Scripture,which 
the Papiſts have, and ſhut their eyes againſt; and this in 
our opinion makes a vaſt difference between the Popiſh 
and Heathen Idolatry. 


CHAP. VIIL 


A Reply to the ſix next SeCfions of the ſecond Diſ- 
courſe beginning at F. 9. 


O mach for the Protetant Conce/rons. The Defender 

in the ſix next Sections, pretends to lay down Ca-' 
tholic Aſſertions;, which I doubt will be no more allow'd 
by the Church of Rome, then his Proteltant Conceſſions 
are by the Church of England. Furſt he tells us that _ 


F Catholics 


Diſc. IL. 
pag. 13. 
$. 9+ 


** Catholics affirm there is in the Euchariſt after conſe- 
* cration, a Sign diſtin and having a divers exiſtence from 
* the thing ſignify'd. Whence he concludes that Dr. Sti/- 
* ling fleet does them wrong, when he ſays they grant the 
* Signs to be hypoſtatically united to the Thing tignify'd. 
A Sign there muſt be, ſays his own quotation out of Bel- 
larmin, or there can be no Sacrament. Wherefore we 
preſume they hold a Sign. But then the Sign as they 
explain it, 1s neither the Sign inſtituted by Chriſt, (which 
doubleſs a Sacramental fign ought to be) nor indeed any 
other Sign, but a Sign that ſignifies nothing. Then for 
the ſeparate Exiſtence of it, ſome Papiſts do not hold that 
neither; as the Author could not but ſee in that ver 

place of Dr 7aylor,which herefers to in this Section: whict 
makes it ſomewhat ſtrange, that fo liberal a quoter 
ſhould here be ſo unſeaſonably ſparing, as not to aftord 
us one teſtimony that expreſsly owns this ſeparate Exi- 
ſtence. But all Papiſts that will talk conſiſtently muſt 
deny it : not only becauſe an accident cannot exiſt with- 
out inherence; but becauſe they hold the Species unt 
ted to the Body to make one intire obje&t of Adoration; 
which cannot be withouta Hypoſtatical Union. Where- 
fore Bellarmin and Valentia though they do not ule the 
term | Hypoſtatically] yet find themſelves obliged to ſay 
the thing; and explain the Union of the Species 10 the Bo- 
dy in the ſame manner as they do the Hypoftatical Union. 
Yalentia indeed is fo much a Jeſuit as having ſayd the 
thing, to deny the word: but Bellarmin 1s more confider- 
ing. And this 1s all, that excellent Perſon ſays, whom 
the Author therefore traduces for ſlandering the Catho- 
lics: to which I can only ſay, that he certainly flanders 
Dr Sti/lingfleet ;, and I know not how to count hun a Pa- 
pifi who will notallow Be/larmin to be one of his Cazbolirs 


® Sce Dr. Scillingfleer, of the Idolatry of the Ch of Rome, cap. 2. $ 4- pag. '24- 
c 
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He adds that 5is Catholicks affirm this Sign, weare 
ſpeaking of,to be a//rhat of the Bread and Wine which is 
percept ble by any ſenſe : © and therefore when they tell 
t the Sub/ance is done away, they take Subfance nic. nn. 
* in ſucha /en/e h is non-ſenſe; For ſo he ſays though in 35; + 
© more and other words: but 'tis good to beas brief as 
may be when we talk unintelligibly. And non-ſenſe is a 
ſort of ſenſe very proper for this ſubje& being the re- 
maining ſpecies and accidents of ſenſe when the ſubſtance 
of it is doneaway. Wherefore our Author proceeds in 
| the ſame ſtrain, and tells us that © his Catholics allow 
* Locel poſitions to be predicated of Chriſt's Body, 
* indivi /Mly reſent ; but to taſte, to be digefied to nouriſh, 
* to be preſs'd with the Teeth, to be burnt, or gnaw'd by brutes, 
© theſe belong only to the Species, and not to Chriſt's Bo- 
* dy which 1s impaſſible. All this 1s to be underſtood in 
. the Senſe laſt mentiond; wherefore he wiſely forbears 
to give a reaſon; and only quotes Bel/armin, who is now 
become one of his Catholics. But Bellarmin at beſt was 
but a fallible Cardinal, and infallible Pope * Nicholas IT. 
with his Cardinals made Berengarius tell another tale. 
And though Hildebrand difter'd from Nicholas, and Inno- 
cent III. from them both; yet we muſt not inquire how 
all theſe Popes were Infallible, and their ſeveral Adhe- 
rents Orthodox, and yet our Authors Do&trine good Ca- 
tholic Do&rine ſtill. For the Book of Education tells us, 
that * Acuteneſs & Sag acity are apt to diſpoſe men to Hereſy : 
and 'tis certain that no man can become a Thorough 
Convert of this Authors, till his Brains be Caſe-hard- 
ned to be proof againſt all manner of contradi&ions. . 
In the eleventh Sefion he fays ** that the word Sacra- rs | 
« ment is not allways taken in theſame ſenſe. We al- 5. 


* Seethe Preface to Determinatio. Jo. Pariſienſis, lately Printed at London p $5, 6, 
®. Part. 1, Cap. 9. P 93+ 
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low him to take it in any ſenſe provided it be ſenſe that 
he takes it in. Wherefore we except not to his taking 
Sacramentum for Res Sacramenti when he explains how his 
Catholics adore the Sacrament, It ſeems that © they to 
* the Sacramentum give an inferior cult; but Divine adora- 
* tion (which I wonder why he would not call /atry) to 
*the Res Sacramenti only,viz, only to our Lord's Body and 
X Blood and fo to 0.1r Lord himſelf as preſent in the Sa- 
*crament ( for ſo he ſays} and tohim preci/ely as Really 
« preſent, ab/rafing both from Tranſubſtantiation and 
*the belict of a Corporal preſenſe; for ſo he explains 
himſelfe afterwards. Now ifthere be no Popery Lurk- 
ing under that fly word cult, Iam atraid this Catholic 
Defender will g £0 for as rank a Heretick as any Calvinift 
that now rows in the Gallies. For to give the Papifts 
{ſenſe in the words of * Suarez, Neon ſolum Chri/ius ſed 


totum viſtbile Sacramentum, unicocultu, adoratur. "Tisnot , 


an infericr cult to the SPCCICS that wall ferve the turn; 
nor Duly nor Hyperduly neither, but * Henriquez ſays it 
mult be Latry ; ſpeciebus E uchariſlie datur Latria propter 
Chriſtum quem continent, In ſhort * the remaining Spe- 
cies of Bread and Wine together with the Natural Body 
and Blood of Chriſt invifibly yet carnally preſent under 
them, make one intire object of the Papiſts adoration 
which they call Sacramentum, And this they tell us the 
Councell of Trent means, when it requires * Omnes Chriſti 


fideles Latrizz cultum buic Sandiſurno Sacramento adhibere. 


* Nor is this Deny'd that [ know of Ly any that under/land ei- 
ther the Dofrine or the Practice of the Church of Rome, So 
ſays the Great & Learned Dr S:lingfleet 1n the place here 


- quoted by our Author: who ſhould have confuted this paſ- 


lage lived ol pln at an unan{werable argument : elſe 


* Theol. quzſt, 7g. diſp. ® Moral. |. $ [| ,ondon. *Seſl. 13. cap. 5. * Dr. Stil 
cap 22 *® Difc concerning the \* do- |lingflect idolatry of the Church of Rome 
ration of the Hoſt, latcly reprinted at ' cap. 2 pag. 116. 

the 
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the meaning of the Council will allways bejudgd, by 
the Doarine and Practice of the: Church; and the molt 
artificial diſguiſe the Defender has in his Wardrobe will 
never make his Catholics pals currently for true Papilts. 

I am not ſfollicitous what the words of the Council 
of Trent are, nox I think ever ſhall be, till I forget the 
two famous controverſies that * Soto had with Vega and 
Catharinzs. For if they who were members of the Coun- Pi 2: 
cil, and ſo eminently concern'd in wording the Decrees, 5 12. 
were for all this ignorant of the true ſenſe of thoſe De- 
crees; 'tis now I doubt too late for a Proteſtant to give 
em a determinate meaning ; nor need any man regard 
em any more then thoſe other Oracles that were dictated 
with the like ambiguity. But to guide us mn this Laby- 
rinth, the Defender gives us a Judicious Obſervation, as he 
calls it, out of Santa Clara which is this. © The ſubſtance = 
* of the Catholic Faith 1sdeclar'd both in the Chapters *-. 

* and Canons; but yet the Canons we mult ſtick to, where 
* the form 1s exceeding exact, though the manner of ex- 
*: preſſion fometimes diftcrent trom that in the Chapters, 
How Fudicious this remark 1s, and how much for the 
Councils honor, may perhaps be queſtion'd : but how 
well 'tis apply d to the preſent caſe, where the Canon 1s 
more ambiguous and therefore /e/s exadt then the Chapter ; 
is a thing will admit of no diſpute: nor will any man 
conteſt this Author's title to fo 7udicions an application. 

Afﬀter a leafe's infigniticant pother, he comes to this _ 
final Refolution. © That 70 adore the Sacrament 18at moſt c nd 
* but an improper expre//ron. And fays as magi/teriallyas e- '8: 

* ver Soave did, that dutifull Children ought to learn of... 


Diſc. % _ 


* their Mother how to ſpeak; provided always ( fay I ) p.17. 
that their Mother do not teachthem to abute their Father; 
and it they cannot come at their Mother, or cannot un- 

* See F. Paul's Hiſtory, lib 2. pag. 216. 228. 
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e derſtand her language, I hope 'tis no offence to ask her 
meaning of zheir Brethren that know her mind. But af- 
ter all 1t 15 not the expreſſion but the p1 afice that we com- 
plain of ; tis not raking improperly, but committing 1dola- 
try that we fear; 'tis not his inferior cult, but Suarez's u- 
nico cultu that we cannot digeſt. And if the Defender 
would not urge us by pardoning an expreſſtcn to allow a 
great 5/n, we would not only ſuffer, but adviſe him to 
talk improperly and ſingularly, that fo his language 
might the better correſpond with his notions. 


—— 


CHAP. IX. 


A Reply to the nine next Sefions of the ſecond 
Diſcourſe beginning at F. 1 5. 


Itherto the Author has been ranging ; in the fit- 

Di 2. teenth SeQtion he ſeems to make a ſet. © He 

"> 7 *denys that the Proteſtants give a true ſtate of the que- 

*ſtion and his inſtance 1s in Dr. Srillingfleer, whom his 

evill Genius ever prompts him to attacque ; notwith- 

ſtanding his briskeſt attempts ſo conſtantly & ſcandalouſ- 

ly miſcarry. © To him hejoyns Biſhop Andrews and Bi- 

ſhop Taylor ; whoſe words if they be pertinently apply'd 

here, are ſo diſingenuouſly quoted in other parts of this 

Pamphlet, that I doubt the Author's dealing will a- 
mount to a very improper expreſſion. 

But if Proteſtants ſtate the queſtion wrong; let us 

heare how this Author himſelf ſtates it. © He reduces 

. Ibid. p. * the whole controverſy to theſe two queſtions 1. Whi- 

" ther the Body and Blood of Chriſt ( pre/cinding from 

* whatever ſymbol 1s or may be there) is adorable, as be- 

* ing preſent 1n the Sacrament with the ſymbols ? 2/y 

* Whither the adoration of Chriſt's Body (and fo of 

* Chriſt) as preſent, if it ſhould not be fo, will amount 


to 
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* to Idolatry? allways fuppoſing as he adds in the 171 

«* Seton, that we continue to adore the /elf ſame chjed? as 
« the Papiſts now do, in the /e/f ſame place, with all the 758 #'- 

« ſame carcumftances wherewith their adoration 1s now 

* perform d. 

To this I anſwer, that I cannot take it upon this Au- 

thor's word, that Popes and Councils with the moſt and 

beſt of the Romiſh writers, have fo abandon'd all com- 

mon ſenſe and ingenuity, as to fay and prattice what 

they have done, 1t they really meant no more then he 

pretends. For this were an improper expreſſion with a 

witneſs; an infincerity that an honeſt Heathen would 

trembleat. Nor if one or two School-men were really 

of his mind, ſhould he that in 1he Guide is fogreat a ſtick- 

ter for majorities, here propoſe the opinion of a few for- 

lorn members, for the ſtanding Judgment of the whole 

Church. . The true ſons of the Church of Rome are 

more ingenuous; and own that they believe, the ſpecies 

together with the Body, to make one intire object, to 

which they pay cne intire act of adoration, Far the truth 

of this together with a tull ſtate and decifion of this que- 

| ſtion I retcr the Reader to a * hate excellent Diſcourſe 

concerning the Adoration of the Hefl, For it is not my pre- 

| ſent buſineſs to diſpute with Honeſt minded Papif's , 

whoſeerrors I heartily lament, and beſcech God to open 

their eyes; but with this /aufling writer, who being in- 

deed of no Church, would fain pin himfelt zcw upon the 

Church of Rome. © 7 h# (fayshe) # aftrmd by Catho'ics ; 
* more then this need not be ſo, and again, 7he Roman Church Ditc >. 
© owns cr impoſes no more. Solikewiſe $. 13. Thedefinition | 
© of this Council in the fixth canon, C more then which is —_ : 
* not requir d 10 be profeſs d by any Son of the Roman Church) pig 16, 

*©45 this Si quis dixerit &c. That 1s (as is declar'd more 
* Priatcd at London i685. for Brab., Ailmer and lately reprinte 4. 
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Diſc. 2. 


& 1g. 


Ibid. P. 
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©at lap] in the ith diſcourſe of the G vide) the ſtreſs of all 


- ©Iyes upon /# quzs dixerit & ſi quis negaverit, So that 


*1t a wan be but a little complaiſant in his practice and 

© keep a good tongue 1n his head, let him be what he will 
in his heart, he may {till be one of this Author's Catholics, 
though ] doubt none of rhe Church of Rome's. For though 
the greateſt fins are with hum but improper expreſſzons, yet 
all honeſt men of the Roman or any other communion, 
will call his dealing by a proper expreſſion which I do not 
now care to name. 

Wheretore the Controverly between us and this Au- 
thor C for the Church of Rome is no way concern'd/in 
his dreams )) 1s bricfly this. © Whether preſcinding from 
* Tranſul/tantiation and a Corporal Preſence, and allow- 

*1ng only a Real Preſence as the writers of the Church 

of Englanddo, it 1s [dolatry to pay the felf ſame adora- 
'- tion, with the elf ſame: ceremonies to. the ſelf ſame objec? 

*in the ſelf ſame place and manner, that the Papiſts now 
"pay 1t to the Con/ecrated Elements? To this I anſwer 
Afrrmatively; and hopeT have already * given a good and 
{ſufficient reaſon why I do ſo. It remains that I examin 
what the Author has to ſay for the Negative. 

Firſt he faics © thoſe Proteſtants who abſolve the Lu- 
©hberans from Idolatry, may, as he has ſtated the matter, 
'as well abſolve bs Catholics. To which I am not concern 'd 
to an{wer, tho' tis falſe and eaſily confutable, becauſe his 
own ſtate excludes the conſideration both of a Popiſh and 
Lutheran Preſence as farr as either of them difter from 
the Church of England's Real Preſence. 

Come we therefore 2ly tothe twenty firſt ſeftion, where 
he ſuppoſes both Papifts and Lutherans in an error; both 
' miſtaking Chriſt the true object of ſupreme Adoration 
*to bein a place where he is not. He ſhould add , and the 


Papiſts upon that miſtake adoring an object that isnot at 
* Chap.7. par. 2, ofthis Reply. all 
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| all Adorable. *©Now this he ſays cannot be term'd any 
*fuch Idolatry.as is the Worſhip of an objeEtnot at all Ado- 
*rable. Such or not ſuch is not properly the queſtion, but 
whether it be Ido/arry? Wherefore I paſs by his imper- 
tinent trifling with his Angel and his Serpent ;, for thear- 
gument he ſhould anſwer 1s this. The [/frae/ites and Ma- 
nichees,who directed the outward at of adoration to a Crea- 
ture, were accounted [dolaters by God and the Primitive 
Church; notwithſtanding their own ſuppoſing, or the 
Author's ſuppoſing for them: and we by the fame rea- 
{on ſay that whoever pays the adoration aforeſaid to the 
Conſecrated Elements, let him ſuppoſe what he will, will 
for all his ſuppoſition commit an improper expreſſronwhich 
Godand the Church will account [dolatry. 
His third aſſertion muſt be taken in pieces. © He ſays Dir. 2. 

« Whatever Fault or Idolatry it may be in a Manichee to Wor- V5” 
* ſhip the Sun,or an ]ſrachte the Calf, yet Wc. where I won- 
der he talks ſo mincingly, whatever fault, and may be, when 
St. Paul 1 Cor. X. 7. is peremtory that the Worſhipers of 
the Calf were Idolaters. *He fſays his Carholics freely Ibid. 
«* grant, that a good intention grounded upon cu/pable 1g- 
© norance can excuſe none from /dolatry. We accept this 
Conceſſionand defire to know if Popiſh 1gnorance be not 
Culpable how 'tis poſſible any Ignorance ſhould ? 3. © He 
* fays that Mon. Daille (and he ſuppoſes other Prote- 16ie. 
*ſtants with him) allow that a Ground or Motive of a- 
* doration which is Reaſonable though not abſolutely 
* certain, but aQtually miſtaken, 1s ſufficient for avoiding 
* the juſt imputation of /dolatry. Whence he infers that 
*if Catholics can produce a rational ground of 7 heir ap- 
* prehending Chriſt preſent in the Euchariſt, tho poſſibly 
miſtaken 1n it, they are to be excus d ffom Idolatry : at 
leaſt by thoſe Proteſtants who excuſe the Lutherans: and 
{o he proceeds toſhew his Rational Grounds. 

G L think 
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I think it an eaſy undertaking to ſhew a vaſt diſparity 
between the Papiſts and Lutherans in this point; but not 
very pertinent at this time. For neither of thoſe parties 
15s concern d in the queſtion as 'tis now ſtated by our Au- 
thor. 'Tis with him and with his Catholics we have todo; 
with them 7hat preſcind from Tranſubſtantiation and a 
Corporal Preſence; and not with the Lutherans or Papiſts 
who both flick 70 a Corporal Preſence, & are not fo 
ill advis'd as toquit their hold to run the hazard of this 
mans idle ſuppofitions: But here's the juggle I expected, 
here's the Main Point loſt in a miſt. We that have been 
drill'd on throughone whole Diſcourſe, and twenty and 
fix long pages of another, and all in hopes to have feen | 
it prov'd, that ſuppoſing no Corporal, but preciſely a Real 
Preſence , to adore the Elements 1s no [dolatry; are now to 
be put of with five ſtale grounds for beliefe of Tranſub- | 
ftantiation. Ifay of Tranſubſtantiation though he only . 
names a Corporal preſence : For he calls himſelfthe Catho- | 
lic Defender, and the grounds he alleges are the Popi/þar- 
guments for Tranſub/tantiation;, and he diſclaims being 
a Lutheran; and we know ofno party beſides theſe two 
that now holdsa Corporal Preſence. 


Cage A 
A Reply to the ſix next Grounds of the ſecond Diſcourſe. 
begining at F. 24. 

Ince my preſent undertaking obliges me no farther, 

then to anſwer the Deftender's arguments upon the 
queſtion as he bas /tated it ; I might very well paſsover 
his grounds for beliefe of Tranſub/tantiation: which were 
before offer'd in the Guide; and in other Authors before | 
that Guide could ge alone; and may beeafily trac'd from 
Author to Author upto Archbiſhop Cranmer, who has re- 


ported and anſwer'd eyery one ofthem in his Book of the 
Eucharift, Our 
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Our Author delivers in his liſt of them like a bill that 2&2: 
begins with /zem, © For he ſays his firſt ground fora 5-:+ 
* Corporal preſence (after a poſſibility thereof granted 
* alſo by ſober Proteſtants) 1s Divine Revelation, viz. the 
* words hoc eft corpus meum, ſo often iterated in the Goſ- 
| ** pel; and again by $S. Paul without any variation, change, 
| * or explication : as alſo the diſcourſe of our bleſſed Sa- 
| <yiour in the ſixth Chapter of S. John's Goſpel. 
Now to this ſecond and foremoſt argument, the 

* Arch-Biſhop has pun&tually reply'd : viz. to the words 

of the inſtitution p. 8. 23. 253 and elſewhere, and the an- 

{wers are now ſo well known that they need not be re- 
| peated, and whereas the Pamphlet infiſts upon S. Paul's 
| repeating them without any variation or explication;, the 
Archbiſhop plainly ſhew'sp. 254. * that S. Paul both va- 
| ries and explains them as will be evident to any man that 
conſults 1 Cor. X. 16. So likewiſe to the Popiſh explication 
| of our Say1ours diſcourſe Foh.6. the Archbiſhop anſwers in 
divers places* p.18.31.37.111.217.329.inall things ſpeak- 
ing conſonant to the ſenſe of the primitive Fathers: accor- 


din 

® 1 chooſe to refer here to the Arch-, from eternal Damnation, is the 27 
bishop's book, that the Reader may the { wherefore Chriſt ſay'd, that if we eat nor 
better ſee thele Arguments are ſtale, and | his Fleſh and drink not bis Blood, we have 
have been baffl'd above a hundred years | »ot Life in us, and if we ext bis Fletb and 
ſince. drink his Blood wve have everlaſting Liſe. 

* Pag. 254-S. Paul is not afraid for our | And if Chriſt had never ordain'd the Sa- 
better underſtanding of Chriſt's words, | crament, yet should we have caten his 
ſomewhat to alter the lame, leaſt we might | Flesh and drunken his Blood, and have 
ſtand ſtifly in Letters and Syllables, and | had thereby everlaſting Life, as all the 
err in miſtaking the ſenſe and meaning. | Faithful did before the Sacrament was or- 
For whereas our Saviour Chriſt broke the | dain'd, and dayly do when they receive 
Bread, and ſayd This is my Body, S. Paul | not the Sacrament. See more /4id and 
ſay*th that the Bread which we break is | again p. 112. Theſe words (what if you ſee 
the Communion of Chriſt; Body. Chriſt | &c. Fob. //., 62. 53.) our Saviour Chrift 
ſaid bis Bedy, and S. Paul faid ns (pake. to lift up their minds from Earth s 
& wiew of bis Body : meaning nevertheleſs | to Heaven, and from Carnal to Spiritual 
both one thing, that they which eat the | cating, thatthey cshould not Fantaſy that 
Bread Worthily do eat Spiritually Chriſt s | they should with their teeth eat him pre- 
very Body ſent here on earth : for hir Flesb ſo eaten 

* Pag 20, The Spiritual eating of his | (faith he) 1h9u/d profit them nothing, and 
Flesh,and my wag Blood by Faith, | yet ſo they should not cat him, tor he 
by digeſting his Death in our minds, as | would tate bis Body away from them and 
our only price, ranſome, and redemtion, | -/ſcend with it into Heaven: and there b 
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ding to whoſe notions the true and plain meaning of that 
Chaptcr has been ſo fully expreſs'd in a late Paraphraſethat 
no more need be ſayd of that matter. And whereas this 
Author farther ſays that no argument from our ſenſes 13 
valid againſt plain revelation; (though the caſe was ſome- 
thing otherwiſe in the fourteenth pape of the firſt Diſcourſe,) 
to this likewiſe the Arch-Bi/bop anſwers p. 263. * in the 
very ſame manner that we do to this day; and have alt 
ready anſwer'd in the fourth Chapter of this Reply. 

The next Ground is the definition of ſeverall Councils 
which he calls © the Declaration of the moſt Supreme and U- 
* niverſ/all Church-authority, not conſidering how harſh 
* theſe expreſſions will found at Rome: and he tels us that 
*{even or eight of theſe Councils, if we take in the ſecond 
«* Nicene arereckond up in the fir/t Diſcourſe of the Guide 
*and all of 'em before that of 7rent. 

I muſt confeſs the Arch-Biſhop replyes to but one of 
theſe; for men were more wiſe and modeſt in thoſe days 
then tochallenge he other /even. He ſays indeed en paſ/ant 
of the Roman one under Pope Nicholas, that the Papilſts 
themſelves were then aſham'd of Berengarius's rt recan- 
tation; a very good reaſon one would think, to wave an 
appeal to that Synod: and in truth the Lateranunder [n- 
nocent 1]. was the only Council that intelligent Papiſts 


Faith and not with Tecth they should 
piritually eat him, fitting at the right 
h and of his Father, and therefore (ſaith 
he Ihe words, which | do ſpeake, be Spirit and 
Life : thatisto lzy, are not to be under- 
ood that we Shall eat Chriſt with our 
recth gro! isly and carnally, but that we 
shail Spiritually and Ghoſtly with our 
F aith, eat him being carnally abſent from 

n Heaven. 

* Pag. 26;, Let us now conſider 
how the ſame ( Traniubſtantiation ) 
is againſt natural reaſon and natural 0- 
peration; which al:hough they prevail 
not againſt God's word, yet when they 
be joyn'd with Ged's word, they be of 


[ great moment to confirm any truth -- not 
that they add any authority ro God's word 
but that they help our inftrmity p. 266. 
where giving divers inſt ances ont of Scripture 
of Faith confirm'd by ſenſe, he concludes, 
Which ſenſible proots were ſo far from 
derogation of Faith, that they were a ſure 

eſtablichment thereof. Again p. 270 con- 
cerning arguments drawn from te School- 
men. Im. ke ((aith he) no foundation at 
all upon them, but my very foundation is 
only upon God's word -- and mine argu- 
ments in this place, I bring in only ro 
this end, to she v» how far your imagin'd 


Tranſubſtantiation is,not only from Gods 
word, but alſo trom the order of nature. 


could 
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could at that time pretend to. Now to this the Arch-Bi- 
thop excepts p. 251. as a Synod pack'd and overaw d by 
that exorbitant Pope, which neither had nor allegdany 
Scripture to vouch their definitions: A truth,of which the 
whole world is by this time very well fatisfi' d.But to ſpeak 
diſtinatly of theſe eight Supreme Univerſall Church-Au- 
thorities; * twoof 'em, thoſe at Rome and Verce/li under 
Leo IX were Italian Cony enticles, managd by Humbert 
and Hildebrand, whereof the firſt condem'd Berengarius 
without hearing, the ſecond without underſtanding him. 
Wherefore the Gallican Churches dety'd 'em both, and 
Vitor was fain to ſend Hildebrand into France; where he 
pick'd up another little Synod at Tours, and once more 
condemn'd Berengarius. The expreſs Judgment of theſe 
three ſmall Univerſal meetings 1s not certainly known: 
But 1t we may gueſs by the deciſion of the next Roman: 
Synod under Nicho/2s. /] they believ'd- according to the 
form, which Humbert and Hildebrand then contriv'd for 
Berengarizs torecant in. About 18 years after, when Hi/- 
debrand himfelt was Pope, and his infallibility began to/ 
blome, he conven another Roman Synod, and propos'& 
a more correct form; which he forc'd Berengarizs toſub- 
{cribe to; * not without ſome teud, which aroſe in that 
little aflembly like a tempeſt in a baſon, and continu'd 
three days till at laſt the Pope outbluſter'd it. After all 
this, Hildebrand himſelf, * as appears by his own work 
in manuſcript, was not full y ſatisfi'd what was fit to re- 
ſolve upon the queſtion. So that five of thele eight Su: 
preme Univerſal Church-authorities, were govern'd by 
one man, who ſcarce knew his own mind : and one whoſe 
character; as many of the Papiſts give it; would have 
inade Sr. Thomas More ſay of him too, that he would not fer 


* See Bp. Coſins Hiſtory of Tranſubſtantiation c.7 $.7,8,9 * Labbe., ConciL 
Tom. 10. col. 378. * Sec Pret, to Determin. 7o. Paril. lately ined © Lond. p. f 
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the world heare him ſay the Creed. Now for the ſecond Nicene 
Council, our Author ſeems tomake but a faint and doubt- 
full appeal to it; whether it be that the places, he refers 
to, are fairly capable of another meaning then he aims 
at ; or whether he had a Juſt notion of the reverence 
due to ſuch a Council. * ACouncil convend by an Em- 
preſs that had liv'd a Heathen till her marriage; and was 
then but a kind of a Si quis dixerit-Convert to Chriſtiani- 
ty. A Council manag'd by Taraſtus an old courtier of the 
Queens; and one Zohn of tbe Eaſt, whom his own Patri- 
arch, that ſent him, affirm'd to have ſome deyotion but 
little Learning. A Council that defind Angels to be Cor- 
poreal, and Stocks and Stones to be worſhipped: in ſhort 
a Council that ſhould haye defin'd Tranſubſtantiation, | 
though it did not : for the world never ſaw an affembly 
better fitted, to define a condradiQtion to Scripture Senſe 

and Reaſon. * Yeteven this Council came not up to our 
Author's terms, any more then the Council of Florence, 
which he quotes toas little purpoſe. For 'tis certain that 
Council did neither decree nor treat of Tranſubſtantiati- 
on; the [n/irufio ad Armenos, being foyſted into the De- 
crees, three months after the Council was difloly d, and fo 
much with the Armenians approbation, that to this day 
they believe the Conſecrated elements to retain their na- 
ture in the Euchariſt. And will not our Author's private 
and truly humble Chriſtian be finely holp up now with the 

Supreme Univerſal Authority of eight Councils in Buck- | 
ram, which at laſt amount to but one Lateran under /n- 

nocent [[]? and that too infamous for eſtabliſhing the De- 

poſeng Dotirine? * ſo that all honeſt and loyal Papitſts re- 

Je&t the Lateran Canons ; affirming they were only pro- 

pos'd but never ratifi'd by the Council, but ſhuffled into 

the Decretals by Pope Innocent s Nephew when he came 


* Tee Bp. Andreas upon the 2d. Command. c. 3. p. 203. * See Bp. Cofin's Hiſto- 
ry of Tranſubſtantiation cap-7.5.30. * See F, Walsh's Letter to the Bp. of Linc.$.22. 


to 


to be Gregory IX. But perhaps the Council of Trent may 

falve all and help to ſettlea wavering man. Truly no; as 
' this Author expounds it ; * for it only defin'd Si quzs di- 
xerit : 1,e. the Council it ſelf ſays nothing but only what 
you ſhall not ſay: do but hold your tongue and believe 
your pleaſure, you may ſtill be as good adiſciple as Nico- 
demus was. *Now to muſter up the forces of theſe nine 
Generall Councils; here are ſeven of 'em nothing to the 
purpoſe ; the Eighth of very doubtſull, if not very ſcan- 
dalous Authority; the Ninth leaves our Faith at hberty, 
and would only bridle our Tongues; propoſing no grounds 
of believing, but a ſwinging curſe for talking. 

Our Author himſelf feems a little diffident of this pic. .. 
ground, for a better reaſon toothen a man would expect 5:25” 
from him. © He ſays theſe Councils are not ſo ancient as ſome 
* may expect; and truly Novelty in Religion 1s allow'd 

by all ſober men too be a great perſumtion of Falſhood. 
Wherefore he endeavours to goad up his pretenfions ſome 
two or three hundred years higher; though all in vain 
as long as he 1s deſtitute of truly primitive Antiquity. 
The Authors, he remits us to, are every one of 'em ex- 
plain'd and vindicated by the Arch-Btſhop; except thoſe 
| my/t agogicall Catecheſes, which I think were not printed, 
( perhaps not made) till after the Arch-Biſhop's death. 
But theſe * Authors and abundance more are efteQtually 
conſider'd in that Juſt and admirable work of Monſeur 
Aubertine de Fuchariſtia: which if the Defender's humble 
Chriſtian © when he goes into the public library, will be bat 1bi«- 
ſo humble as to make the companion of his ſtudies, 
he'll find that noart can make Tranſubſtantiation look 
ſo old, but that the perſent Roman Do&trine will ap- 


® Seec.g. par.3.of his Reply. waving alſo(with hisaccuſtom'd prudence) 

* Of whom I doe nor ſpeak more parti- | all pretence of proving them authentic; 
cularly, becauſe the Diſcourſer himſelf but | though whether they are (© be a diſputa. 
names them, without laying claim to any | ble point ; or rather 'tis indiſputably cer- 
particular paſſages or expreſſions in them, | tain that ſeveral of them are ſpurious. 
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too young by above twelve hundred years. 
a, fs of Ro his next deceitfull ground, and giy- 
ing us ſomething we may reſt our foot upon ; © He ſends 
* his humble Chriſtian to a Diſcourſe and a Digreſſon in 
* the Guide, to Monſ. Blondell's Eclairciſſement;, and 
< the endleſs Controverſy between Claud and Arnaud: which 
when he has conſulted he will find he has been upon an 
Aprill errand. But to ſave him that labour it we can; let 
us firſt ſee what will become of us if we grant this ground; 
viz. the Univerſal Doctrine and Practice of the later both 
Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches till Luthers time. Now to 
this ground likewiſe the Arch-Biſhop has efteCtually re- 
ply'd in diyers places. p. II. p.380. and eſpecially from p. 
4.05. to the end cf the Book. The ſumm 1s that the true 
Church & Dodtrine are to bejudg'd by their agreement 
toScripture & Antiquity ; notalways to be meaſur'd by 
the majority of viſible Profeflors. For that may be often 
overrun with dangerous error, ( as de fafto it wasamon 
the Jews even by our Authors own confeſſion, in his bool 
of the benefits of our Saviour cap.g.) Wherefore the general 
Example 1s not alwaysa rational ground of Pra&tice; and 
a reaſonable man will conf1der the reaſon of the practice, 
he complies with; and bring a Doctrine * to the Law 
and to the Teftimnyo, before he yields up his afſentto it. 
This we preſume * the ſeven thouſand did which were 
the true though ſecret Church of God, when all the reſt 
of the viſible Jewiſh Church, had bow'd the knee t0 Baal 
and kiſſed him, Thus the reſt of that * /itt/e flock which 
God hath ever had and will have to the end of the world; 
not ſwimming with our Author's fiream though never 
ſo unpetuous, but weighing all things in rhe ballance of 


' the Sanfuary, For it prevalence and preſcription were a 


rational and ſufficient ground of practice, :and the viſible 


* Ia VIII, 209. * Rom, XI. 4. 1 King. XIX- 18. * Luke, XII. 32. ; 
majo- 


majority of the Church ſhould fall into'a Damnable er- 
ror, (which thing certainly may be, becauſe it has been). 
the Church might lawfully perfiſt in that Damnable er- 

ror, nor would 1t be oblig d to cje& the moſt ſcandalous 

corruption that had once got peaceable poſſeſſion. This 

wethink a ſufficient, and give 1t as the ſhorteſt, anſwer to | 
this ground conſider d with the utmoſt advantage whereof 
it 1s capable ; v1z. ſuppoſing (* what 1s falſly challeng'd) 
the univerſal dorine and pradtice of the later Church till Lu- 
ther. But otherwiſe we could both tell him, and prove | 
beyondall poſſibility of a fair Reply,that the controverſy | 
laſted above three hudred years before Tranſubſtantiati- | 
on could be hick'd into any ſhape; and that at laſt it was 
ſetled in an age, of which the Papiſts themſelves give fo 
ſcandalous a Character, that no Hiſtory can tell us of a 
majority more unlikely to ſway a knowing or a virtuous | 
man. We could ſhew him that the Univerſfality, he talks | 
of, muſt exclude the 46i/rnes,the Armenians,the Maronites, | 
and abundance of other Chriſtians; nay the much more 

valucable part of the Latin Church it ſelf. Forjthough the 

Pope, when he was ſtrong enough to exerciſe the Pleni- 

tude of his Power, made his Enemies and their Writeings 

as inviſible as fire and ſmoke could ; yet ſtill there remain 

the undoubted Monuments of a long viſtble Succeſſion 

all declaring againft Tranſubſtantiation; for a colle&tion 

of whoſe Teſtimonies the world has lately been oblig'd 

to a member of the Roman Communion. 

His /aft ground 1s the fame with the foremoſt of his Pi 2- 
firſts ; viz. the Conceſſtons of Proteſtants. © For he'sat it once 31. © 
* more that the Genuine Sons of the Church of England 
* hold our Saviour to be Really Preſent and Adorable in 


* See Dr. Feild's Appendix to his third | and that the maintainers of Romigh Er- 
Book of the Church, w:crcin he proves | rors were only a Faction in the ſame at 
that the Latin Church was and continu'd | the time of Lucher's appearing, 

a true Orthodox and Proteſtant Church 


the 


* the Sacrament. Which has been fo abi. fayd,8,] hops 
ſo fully anſwer'd before, that I ſhall take no farther no- 
tice of it now. I ſhall only tell him as the Archbi/bop of- | 
ten tells Gardiner upon the like occafion, that he ſeems to if 
be in great diſtreſs, when he flyes for refuge tothoſe Au- 
-thors, whom at other timeshe abhors as Heretics; but 
his application to them 1s in vain; for they are far from 
meaning any ſuch thing as he pretends. 
Ibid. p” © In thecloſe of this Paragraph he looks back upon all 
3” *©theſe Pleas of Catholics, and invites us toſce if they 
* will not make up at leaſta reaſonable Ground or motive 
* of their Adoration. Now I muſt profeſs that I ſeeno- 
thing like it, as he has order'd the matter. For though I | 


beheve a man of art out of theſe five grounds,might have 
made a p/au/ible though not a rational plea; to my ap- k 
prehenſion this Author has left the Papiſts in a much worſe | 
caſe, then he found them. For 1. he offers nothing to 
excuſe them from Idolatry,but the Conceſſions of one or 
two Proteſtants, which tis evident come not home to his 
purpoſe; becauſe they whom the Proteſtants excuſe are 
ſuppos'd inculpably miſtaken; and not at all miſtaken in 
the obje&t of their Adoration. 2. He ingages the Papiſts 
upon a very difficult, or rather an impoſſible preciſzon, 
both becauſe it 1s contrary to what they have been taught; 
and becauſe they areall bound under a ſevere Anathema 
to believe Tranſubſtantiation ; fo that a Papiſt can ne- 
ver explain this term | Real Preſence) to himſelf, but by 
this other of | Corporal Preſence effefted by T ranſubſtantia- 
tion | 3. Having invited the Papiſts to wave that Corpo- 
ral Preſence, for which they think they have a great 
many arguments; he propoſes Adoration founded on an- 
other notion; for which he has not ofter'd them fo 
much as one argument. So that in ſhort he propoſes 
what no body 1s ike to practice, upon the ſole ſtrength 
of 
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of a Doftrine for which he has nothing to fay. 


But we think otherwiſe ; and muſt leave the indifferent 
Reader to Judg between us. We think they were effeQu- 
ally anſwerd by the Arci-Biſbop above an hundred 
years agoe; and by divers other writers fince; eſpecially 
the Author of a late Incomparable Diſcourſe againſt Tran- 
ſubſtantiation: which all the Poſſe of the Church of Rome 
will never be able to anſwer any otherwiſe then they 
did the Arch-Biſbop. 

Wherefore the Defender muſt allow us to retain our 
old opinion of thoſe Proteſtants, whom he cenſures fo 


freely in the remaining part of this paragraph. We ſhall ſtill Ibid. p. 


think that Mon/. Daille had reaſon; and made a true reſo- * 
lution of Popery into Paſſton and [nteres?; that Biſlop 
Taylor has prov'd as well as faid, that he Papiſts pretences 
to the Fathers are but few and trifling ; that what the De- 
fender quotes out of Liberty of prophecying, is a very good 
argument againſt the literall ſenſe; and that the Biſhop 
while he pleaded for the Papiſts did pruderitly to omit Ca- 
tholic tradition ; which he knew was not on theyr fide. 
We ſhall ſtill proteſs with Dr. S:illing fleet, that the groſ- 
ſeſt Idolatry in the world has as fair a plea as the Popiſh; 
and conclude that this Trifler finding fault with him,has 
not ex - but inexcuſeably miſtaken the DoQor's argument ; as 
will appear by comparing his words with what the Dr. 
ſays Rom: [dolatry cap.2. $.7. pag. 132.133. Laſtly we a- 
gree that if Tranſubſtantiation were warranted by Catho- 
lic tradition, Adoration were ſufficiently grounded; and 
cannot but ſmile, as Craſ/#s did upon a like occaſion, to 
ſee how gingerly the Defender nibbles at this conceſſion. 


« He ſeems toſay that Tradition 1s for Tranſubſtantiation, lvia. 


*yet he waves that, and pleads only tor a Corporal Pre- 
H 2 * ſence; 


*In the next place he complains that theſe five Ratio- Dice. 2. 
* nal grounds are not ſ{tritly examin'd by the Proteſtants. 9.39 " 
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*ſence; which for any thing he ſays here may be taken 
in a Lutheran ſenſe; though (totalk with him in his own 
language) if Tranſ-- be true Conſubſtantiation muſt needs 
be fals. And what's all this to his purpoſe, who pretends 
to ablraff from both? and ground his Adoration pre- 
ciſely upon a Real Preſence ? 

And row 'tis my turn to addreſs to the indifferent Rea- \ 
der ; and if he have either read Mr. Thorndike's Epilogue, 
or but carefully confider'd this Author's quotations out 
of it, to ask his opinion about theſe two or three queſti- 
ons. 1. Whether this Author has in all this whole Pam- 
phlet expresſly own'd himſelf a Roman-Catholic ? or rather 
$kulk'd under the general name of Catholic taken in the 
fame latitude, Mr. Thorndike takes it in his Epilogue? 2 
Whether all his ſhuffling be not only to advance Mr 
T horndike's new and ſingular notion of a preſence of Chriſt's 
body in, or with, or under the Elements ($. 28.p. 32.) diſtin& 
from the Church of Englands Real, and the Papiſts and 
Lutherans Corporal Preſence ? In ſhort, not a Virtual, 
nor Spiritual, but a Corporal Preſence, efeed neit her by 
con --- nor Tranſub/tantiation, but after ſome ot her unknown 
manner diſtin from both? (FS. 17. p. 21.) 3 Whether a new 
and upſtart doErine which was probably never thought 
of before Mr 7 hcrndike's time, ought to paſs for a dotrine 
of the Primitive Church? 4 Whether the man that plays 
theſe tricks be an honeſt Papiſt* And whether the humble 
ChriSian that ſwallows them muſt not have a very hum- 
ble underſlanding ? 


CHAP. XI. 
A Reply to the five laſt Seftions of the ſecond Diſcourſe. 


life, 3. _ Ur Author. 30. imputes it to the frength of his 
—_Þag- 35 * Grounds not to exceſs of Charity, or the ſingular 


* fancies of ſome few learned men, that of late the Pro- 
< zeſtant's 
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* reffants do either not at all, or but very faintly charge 
© the Papiis with Idolatry. 

This confident affertion he very well knows is falſe, as 
the Reader will find it by & by ; & if it were true, it will 
not ſerve him to ſhelter his peculiar notions under the 
Patronage of the Church of England. Wherefore I muſt 

\ return him a quotation out of * 7he ſame Preface which him- 
ſelf quotes, viz, That our Church is not now to be form'd 
* according to the ſingular fancies of /ome few tho' learned 
* men: muchleſs to be modell'd by the Copricio's of ſuper- 
* SThrious Fanatics ; who prefer ſome odd opinions and wayes 
* of their own, before the recerv'd DoEtrine of the Church 
* they live in. Such as theſe, we rather pity their weak- 
* neſs then regard their cenſures : and are ſorry when our 
* Adverſaries make ſuch properties of them as by their 
** means to beget in /ome a difaftetion to our Church. 

But to come to thoſe Proteſtants, who (our Author tells pic. >. 
us) neither out of ſingularity, nor charity, but pure con- $,3%?: 
viction are of late ſo kind to Popery. The firſt he quotes 
1s Mr. Thorndike in his Epil. wherein he 1s not only a Con- 
ciliator, and fo oblig'd by his very deſign, to ſtrain his cha- 
rity ; but his terms of Reconciliation are, by his own confet- 
ſion, peculiar notions of his own; which he ſeems to have 
propos'd, as not thinking that other Reconcilers had ſuf- 
ficiently clear'd the Papiſts from Idolatry. For it muſt be 
confefled that this Pioxs and Learned Man was zealous 
to his laſt hour to acquit the Church of Rome from 
Idolatry: partly out of the natural ſweetneſs of his tem- 
per, which made him unwilling to lay ſo grievous a fin 
to the charge ofany Church; but chiefly upon a miſtaken 
principle, that all Idolatry unchurches.So that the charge 
ofit would in his opinion light heavy upon the Papiſts; 
and at the rebound equally hurt the Church of England, 


* Dr. Stillingflcer's Preface to Roman Idolatry laſt paragraph. 
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which derives her Succeſſion and Ordination from the 
Church of Rome. This miſtaken opinion the Defender 
greedily lays hold on; and ask's with great briskneſs 
Ibid. p. * I/hat Church or Set of religion can be apoſtate at all, if not 
* © gChurch committing and commanding [dolatry? ©] muſt 
* defire hum to reconcile this pert queſtion with another 
as pert, 1n the book of the Benefits of our Saviour chap. g. F. 
1 4.. And now (ſays he) what can hinder God s goodneſs, or de- 
cay the Church, ſince'tis plain that ſin cannot © even thefin 
of [dolatry as1s proved at large in the two foregoing Se- 
Qions. For when he does this, he will return the com- 
mon anſwer to that objection wherein he now ſides with 
Mr Thorndike. \ 
Ibid. The next 1s Biſhop Forbes in his Con/zderationes modeſt e 
& pacific; whole deſign and charaQter is ſo well known, 

and ſo obvious to any man that has but ever lookd upon 
his book, that I think the Reader will need no farther 
information how exceſſtve his charity was in this matter. | 
Ivid.p. Thirdly Arch-Biſhop Brambhall concludes that very 
2” Seftion,which our author quotes, with theſe words. © Tho' 
*the Church of Rome do give divine worſhip to a 
* Creature (or atleaſt aparty among them) yet I am fo 
© charitable as to hope they intend it to the Creator. It 
may be the Defender will reply now that he does not ſay 

exceſſively charitable, 

Ibid, Fourthly 'tis notorious that Biſhop 7 aylor wrote his Li- 
berty of prophecying to ſerve the intereſt ofthe Church of 
England ; which at that time was to obtain a general to- 
leration. Wherefore 1t concern'd him in that book to 
be more then a Conciltator, and repreſent Popery with the 
utmoſt fayour 1t would bear. Yet he could not even 
ia that book ſo diſſemble his Zeal againſt Popery, but that 
in the very Paragraph, our Author quotes, he accuſes the 
Papiſts confidence,and Fancifull Opinion, which makes __ 
oe 
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doe violence to all Philoſophy,and the Reaſon of man,and undoe 
and cancel the Principles of two or three Sciences, And 
theſe words, which, one would think, are not ſo very fa- 
vourable and abſolving, lyezuſt between the two ſenten- 
ces the Defender has tranſcribd. Inthe next paragraph 
he calls /dolatry the crime which Papiſts formally hate, and 
we materially avoid, And again, in the next to that, ſays 
If they who do as the Papiſts do,are not formally guilty of [dola- 
try there is no danger their diſciples ſhould be ſo. Sothat he 
plainly owns them guilty of material, and dares not ven- 
ture to acquit them even of formal Idolatry. 

* Notwithſtanding the Defender goes on at all adven- Diſc 2. 
© tures, and will have itafault in Dr. Taylor to ſay in one $5," 
© book, that if Papiſts are deceiv'd in Tranſubſtantiation, 
*1t 1s certain they commit an at of Idolatry; whereas 
* he ſays in another that 'tis evident the Object wc. is the on- 
* ly true and Eternal God &c. which feems to be a very 
courſe Complement to his Reader; for it either ſuppoſes 
him ſo Lazy as not to look back, what words thofe ( ce- 
tera's ſtood for, or (it he did) ſodullas notto ſee, that Dr. 
Taylor in both theſe quotations only charges the Papiſts 
with material [dolatry. He will likewiſe have M. Daille to 164d 
* be faulty, for oppoting the Papiſts with ſucha form of ar- 
* eument,as would prove theLutherans to worſhipa mite. 
But inftead of his miferable hat-which ſolution, let him in- 
terpret the word | joyned | in the major of his own Syl- 
togifm, by | Conſubſantiate| (as he muſt do, it he mean 
to oppoſe the Lurherans) and heell find that it has four 
terms. In the third place, faulty with him 1s Dr. Stil- 
lingfleet for two or three reaſons, © which as they have 
© been urg'd, fo they have been anſwer'd before. But 
he tell's us in good time, © that Catholics grant as much 
* as the Dr. that the Preſence of the Divine Nature in 
*any thing 1s no good ground to pay Divine Worſhup 

to 


©to that thing, For he hop'd wehad forgot his ab/trae- 
ing from a Corporal, and grounding his adoration preciſe- 
ly upon a Real Preſence, we deſire he will ſtick to this 
grant and that ſuppoſal, and then ſhew what trick he has 
! iſc-2: left to evade Idolatry. © He concludes, 4/7 rheſe are faul- 
3”.$ 31. ty [ ſay. © Why ſo Poſitive good Sir ? why becaule they 
| * charge the Papiſts with worſhiping a Creature inſtead 
© of Chriſt, from which other Proteſtants cleare them. But 

what ifthe Chargers give better reaſons then the Clear- 

ers? Or what it the Chargers are the far greater number ? 

Is a majority the Guide's beloved argument, grown out of 

Favour © Or what 1t the Chargers and the Clearers both 

| agree in the matter of ta&t? as indeed they do: for the 
| one part only ſays that the Papiſts worſhip Bread; and the 
other that 'tis true they do 1o, but 'tis more then they 
mean to do. To conclude, the Papiſts dire& the a& of 
adoration to the /pecies, ſuppoſing Chriſt to be Locally 
| preſent under them: but 1t Chriſt be not ſo, but the ſub- 
| {tance of Bread inſtead of hum (as the Proteſtants affirm 
and prove) then the Papiſts who intentionally worſhip 
Chriſt, do aCtually pay their Worſhip to Bread inſtead of 

him; which isall the Proteſtants accuſe them of : For 

that aCt is as certainly a ſpecies of Idolatry, as the object 

has the ſpecies of Bread. 

Diſc.2, Thefitth and laſt Proteſtant Author, that 1 15 quoted, 1s 
P43-3”* the Reverend and Learned Dr. Hammond: * who accord- 
«ing to the Defender ſeems to Charge the Papiſts rather 

* with a material then Formal Idolatry : and this mate- 

<*rial Idolatry,weare told, like material Adultery may in 

* many caſes be committed without Sin. This latter Do- 

arine TI believe is none of Dr. Hammond' s, for tis contrary 

to plain Scripture. For when Abimelech (Gen, XX.) had 

like to havecommutted material Adultery with Sarahand 

being reproy d 1n a Dream * nn the innocence. of his in- 
tention; 


tention; God acknowledges this innocence, and fays, For . 
I alſo withheld thee from [inning againſt me therefore 1 ſuffer d 
thee not to touch her v.6. ſo that it ſeems the af had been a 
fin againſt God, notwithſtanding Abime/ech's doing it in the » x. 
integrity of his beart and the innocence of his han4s. But tore- 
turn to Dr Hammond, 'tis plain he has heartily endea- 
vour'd to ſtrain his charity, and yet for all that cenſures 
the Papiſts as ſeverely as any ſober Proteſtant ever did. 
And the Reader will/be fully fatisfy'd of this truth; if he 
pleaſe to conſult (for it would be too much to tranſcribe) 
the * nine SeCtions which the Dr has writ upon this Sub- 
ject; beginning$ 63. of his diſcours of Idolatry,T aflure my 
ſelt the mildeſt cenſure,that can be paſſed upon the Defen- 
der,w1ll be,that he never read that Di/cour/e.But he thinks 
he has launc'd us to the quick : © whenhe puts us in mind pice. 2. 
* of our Forefathers, who for many centuryes were ſuch js.” 
© Idolaters, as we make the preſent Papiſts. Poor man! 
where has he been ſleeping theſe fifty years ? that he 
knows not this ſtale objeAion has been ſooften urg'd and 
anſwer d, that all underſtanding Papiſts are now aſham'd 
to make uſe of 1t. 

Yet for all this weare likely to part good friends for he 164. 5. 
© tells us © bis Catholics grant it is unlawful to worſhip 3: 
* the bread, 1t we do not believe it to be God; or direft the 
« outward aCt to our Lord as | Corporally | preſent in the 
* Sacrament, if we do not believehim ſo preſent. Thus 
inſtead of defending his Catholics for adoring, he gractoul- 
ly abſolves the Proteſtants for not adoring. As for what 
he adds of ſubmitting our Judgment 10 the Church ; that 1s no- 


* F 63. He delivers himſelf to this ef-) Bread, but very Chriſt incarnate, and 
feft. To Worship the Bread in the Sa- | thereupon Worship ir: theſe, I fay, in 
crament muſt certainly be |dolatry,in the | caſe they be miſt. en, though they are 
literal notion of the Word, and they that | not guilty of Idolatry in «/7 the aggrava- 
do this upon any the ſubtileſt ground, | rions that belong'd to it among the Hea- 
that by any errer or miſtake (be itnever}then; yet I cannor free them from the 
ſo pioully raken up) belieye it notte be | harge of Worshiping an Idol, Sto, =: 
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thing to the preſent purpoſe: For he knows that we infift 
upon it that Popery in this point, doesdirefly and mani- 
feltly overthrow all the principles of Senſe, of Reaſon,& 
Religzon, and we are not fo ſingular in this opinion, but 
that Papiſts themſelves own, they cannot in this queſtion 
pretend to Scripture without firſt defying Senle & Reafon. 

In the laſt Setion the Defender propoſes two Quetti- 
ons, which he thinks the moſt material in this diſpute. 
* 1, Whether the Popiſh grounds of believing Chriſt's Ccr- 
* poral Preſence [ viz: as efteted by Tranſubſtantiation | 
*be Solid and true? to which we anſwer Negatively. 2. 
*Whether the Church of Rome, @s a term of communion in 
* this point, exaF any more then the acknowledgment of 
*@ Real Preſenſe* to which weanſwer, that to our ap- 
* prchenſion ſhe does. For ſhe requires us under an Ana- 
thema to believe Tranſubftantiation: which whoever does, 
muſt define a Real Preſence to be a Corporal Preſence ef- 
feed by Tranſubſtantiation. So that the preſcinding ex- 
pedient this Author offers, would have us preſcind from 
the definition of the obje&t, 7. e. to confider a thing, 
preſcinding from the thing that we conſider; which the 
Papiſts have more wit then to propoſe to us. 2 that if ſhe 
did not, 1t would not ſerve the turn. For ſhe requires us 
even by this Author's confeſſion, to bow down before the 
Elements; which, it Chriſt's Body be not Locally Pre- 
ſent in the Euchariſt, we haveprovd to be Idolatry, be 
the bow never ſo preſcinding. For to worſhip the true 
God by an Hef?, is in cfte& all oneas to worſhip him by 
an image; whichis as truly. though not ſo groſs, Idolatry 
as to worſhip an image inſtead of him. 

And now (as the Defender ſays) Hit herto of this Contro- 
verſy: wherein if T have chiefly conſider d my Adverſa- 
rye's management, tis becauſe a Scholar ſhould be an- 
iwer'd ; but a Jugler necd only be deteCted. 
CHAP. 
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CHAP. XII. The Cloſe. 


aving taken ſo diſtin a view of both the Diſcour- 

Es fes, I know not whether I mult beg the Reader's 

| pardon for conſidering fo much of 'em; or demand the 
Author's thanks for fparing what I have paſs d over. The 

| Controverty it ſelf would have lawn ma hittle room; but 
the Author's handling it gives an adverſary fo large a field 
of matter, as would eafily turmith a very voluminous Re- 
ply. My aim in this was to make it as ſhort as was poſh- 

| ble, without omitting any thing material ; and I'm con- 

| % fident I have not, I'm ſure I have not willingly, omitted 

| 

| 

| 


or difſembled the force of any one line, that ſeem'd to 
make againſt the Church of England. 

The Quotations in the Pamphlet are many and gene- 
rally tedious; none of 'em fincere, an®:moft of 'em twice 
or thrice repetaed. To have-publiſhd 'em intire, would 
havetakenup more paper then thisanfwer does:nor would 

| a recitall have ſuffic'd, without ſome reflexion: & after - 
| the Reader 1s no more bound totruſt me then him; b 
| full ſatisfaction muſt recurr tothe Authors themſe 
Wheretore I concluded it the ſhorter & better way,to eo 


| the ſenſe of our Church and thoſe Authors in plain & eafy 

| terms;{o that thecommon Reader might be his own inter- 

| preter ; and without any farther affiftance make a right 
conſtruction of what the Pamphlet would pervert. 

Some perhaps may fancy my Reflexions are ſometimes 

too ſevere. upon o little ſeeming provocation ; and at 0- 

fr ther tunes too light for ſoſerious a ſubject as I treat of. I 

| confeſs I could not always diflemble my jult abhorrence 

of the Author's inſincerity ; which I take to be the Sin in 

the world that an honeſt man can leaſt pardon. Had the 

Author been a truedincere Papiſt, as well my inclination 
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[es mytity wedkdhave made me treathim with refpe& 
» - for ſynple error.isan obje& of compaſſion to be dealt with 
m the {pirit of -meckneſs; but Hypocriſy is the common 
avexlion of Gpd'andMan'; andought to be abhor'd and 
ſtigmatiz'd. Asfor lighter Anſwers, I think I havenever 
giventhem,but when they wererequiſite in reply to Co- 
.micalobxftions; for nothing can be more ridiculous then 
-g ſolemn confutation of a Jeſt. The Author indeed ſeems 
to talk withgreat gravity all the way ; but his matter for” 
the moſt part js of a quite contrary Character : and in ſuch 
a caſe the Grymace does but add to the Comedy and make 
it the mefteaecellary to return an anſwer in kind. 
_ Whas | have {aid bas been theſhorter, Becauſg my Ad- 
yerfaryHasbei icean{wer'd already : botkproteffed! 
by the param, 5 late"Repily printed at London; and x4 
calionally by choſe other worthy-men that have conſider d 
partsbt the Guiefe in Controverſy. For there is 
notan-arginment,nor a quotation; nor ſcarce a ſentence in 
either of thelt Diſcourſes, but-is almoſt verbatim in that 
Guideafareſadz;which contains the whole ſtock oftheFra-: 
ternity ;the'fortn@and ſubſtance of all they have to ſay, if 
ney write ns many books as Toſtatrs., "Twas but tother 
.day that. a great part of theſe Diſcourles was again prin- 
ted in the Book of Church-Govenment; andtor ought I find 
we mult expect the ſame" {tuft word for word, inevery 
book they aretopudbliſh. But atthis rate inftead- of being 
anſwerd they deſerve to be indifted for extortion, For the 
buyer of their book p#ys unconſcionable uſe upon uſe, be- 
fides the nauſeouinels of the tautology. Wheretore tor my 
own part I now take my final leave of them ; and reſolve, 
not ſomuchas to inquire what gther books the Editor's 
preſs is big with. And perhaps when other Readers are a- 
ware of his proceedings, the edition of his books will not 
need to be {tinted to twenty thouſand ofa ſfortin a year. 


MCI F 1 N. 1 $ 


